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| 

) Under the above title, the undersigned, in co-operation with 

| several other scholars, intend to bring out a periodical publiea- 

tion devoted in part to the translation into English of important 
Sanskrit works, and in part to original papers dealing with 

Indian Literature in its various branches, and antiquities. 

The intention of the Editors at first was to limit the seope 
of their publication to the translation of important philoso 
phical works ; and this will indeed, for the present, be the main 
feature of the new undertaking. The Editors have reason to 
believe that in this country as well as in Western countries, 
there are many persons who, while interested in the remarkable 
ancient philosophical literature of India, are yet unable to 
consult the original texts; and they know that even the some- 
what advanced student of Sanskrit feels himself constantly 
hampered more or less by the special, frequently formidable, 
difficulties inherent in the matter and style of Indian philosophical 
works. They, therefore, think that they will render a service 
to both these classes of readers by bringing out a series of 
translations of philosophical works of acknowledged standing 
and authority. Comparatively few works of this class have 
ao far been translated; and those available in translations are 
not always of the kind most helpful to the student. In their 
selection of texts for Indian Thought, the Editors will endeavour 
to provide for an adequate representation of philosophical works 

of two classes. They will, in the first place, give translations of 
works of a more elementary kind which, without being over- 
concise, as many of the most generally studied treatises are, 
set forth the doctrines of the several philosophical schools, 
in a comparatively easy and perspicuous style: they thus hope 
that in course of time Indian Thought will comprise a series of 
really helpful manuals of the different systems. And they will 
in the second place bring versions of works of a more difficult 
and abstract character, chosen from what the Pandits consider 
the great books of their philosophical literature, 


( ii) 

While the translations of philosophical works will constitute 
the larger part of the matter of Indian Lhought, works belonging 
to other departments—Dharmashastra, Rhetorics (Alatikira), 
Grammar, Astronomy, etc.—1wil] Hot be excluded. In all cases it 
will be the aim of the Editors ta render their versions fully intelli- 
&ible to those also who cannot refer to the original texts, and—as 
far as may be—reailahle. There will be explanatory notes ; an 
introduction will he given on the completion of each work, as 
also indices wherever required. 


Tho department of the publication devoted to original papers 
will, in the first numbers, bring instalments of a work on the 
history of Indian Astronomy, by one of the undersigned. 

It will not be among the objects of the periodical to pub- 
lish Sanskrit texts: shorter texte of interest, not previously 
published, will, however, not be excluded, should their publication 
appear expedient, But in no case will texts be given without 
am accompanying translation. 


Should Indian Thought meet with sy llicient encouragement, 
the Editors would be glad to widen the scope of the publication 
by devoting a section of it to short reviews and notices of new 
works bearing on Indian literature and antiquities published in 
Europe and America, as also of works of similar scope appearing 
it India. No organ at present exists that makes it its special 
task torender Indian readers acquainted with what is done in 
Western countries in the field of Indian research ; and on the 
other hand important Indian Publications often remain unknown 
for a considerable time to Western scholars, owing to the absence 
of due notification and review. 


The following works are in course of preparation :— 

A translation of the Nyaya-maiijar?, one of the most 
important works on the Nyaya system, 

A translation of the Mimathsa-nyaya-prakasha (also called 
Apadevi), an elementary treatise on Parva Mimiathsa, 

A new translation, and full commentary, on the Siirya 
Siddhanta; founded on an original commentary by 
Pandit Sudhakara Dvivedin. 

An analysis of Kumarila-Bhatta’s Shloka-Varttika, 


( iti) 
Translations of the following works are contemplated :— 

The Madhva-siddhanta-sara. 
The Nyaya-bhisya-varitika. 
The Dhvanyaloka. 
The Bharata-Nitya-shastra. 
The Viramitrodaya. 
The Mitiksara. 

Indian Thought will, for the present, appear quarterly in parts 
of pp. [OO—120 each, Royal Svo. Eventual extensions of the 
periodical, in range of matter, number of parts published within 
the year, size of parts, etc, will depend on the amount of en- 
couragement with which the undertaking will meet. It is evident 
that a publication of this kind—which pre-supposes exceptionally 
hard and unremitting labour on the part of the contributors— 
cannot be enlarged, or even maintained tn its present shape for 
a long time, unless securing a somewhat extended patronage. 

The annual subscription (for 4 quarterly parts), including 
postage, will be Rs. 1) for India, and 165 shillings for other 
countries, pavable in advance, 


G. THIBAUT. 
GANGANATHA JHA. 





INDIAN THOUGHT. 


Vol, I, JANDARY, 1907. No. I, 
SHRLHARSA'S, 
KHANDANAKHANDAKHADYA. 





Pretiuimary Nore. 

The Khandana-khanda-khadya (‘ the Sweets of [tefutation *}— 
composed by Shri-Harsa—who wrote probably before the eighth 
century—is the most famous and important of those Vediinta trea- 
tises which emphasize the negative or sceptical side of the system. 
As well known, the fundamental tenet of the Vedanta doctrine is 
that there is one absolutely non-dual or non-differenced Reality 
the nature of which is constituted by intelligence or knowledge 
(jnana), Whatever presents itself as other than this one object- 
less intelligence, 7. ¢. the entire empirical world with its distine- 
tions of individual thinking subjects and the manifold objects of 
their thought, is an essentially baseless appearance, something at 
bottom no more real than the fleeting images which encompass 
the dreaming soul and melt away into nothingness at the moment 
of waking ; or than the ‘insubstantial pageant’ with which the 
magician as long as it pleases him deludes the senses of the by- 
stanclers. 

To this view of things there are opposed in the first place, 
the ordinary consciousness of mankind which unhesitatingly 
accepts as fully real all those manifold aspects and distinctions 
which characterize the world as perceived by the senses and 
dealt with by the operations of the understanding, and in 
the second place those philosophical theories which essentially 
aim at nothing more than a certain systematization of the world 
of common sense. The main Indian representative of theories 

| Kh. I, 
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of the latter kind is the Nyaya-Vaish@sika philosophy which 
undertakes to set forth in complete and methodic form the sys- 
tem of notions employed in ordinary thought, or—to put it 
differently—to give a theory of the various means by which truth 
is ascertained ; the tacit pre-supposition being that the system of 
knowledge which we build up through Perception, Inference and 
s0 on, is essentially valid in as much as being an exact ideal 
equivalent of a system of real things and their relations: 

It is against this view of the world and of knowledge that the 
Vedantin of the type of Shri-Harsa directs his attacks. His plan 
is to submit the definitions which the Naiyayika gives of the 
inain categories of reality and the main cognitional activities, to 
a critical investigation—which leads to the result that all those 
definitions suffer from inner contradictions and hence are unten- 
able, And, since the Naiyayika himself acknowledges the princi- 
ple that the reality of things is proved through definitions 
(laksana) and the valid means of knowledge (pramana), the 
inevitable conclusion is that all so-called reality, including all 
individual thought, isa baseless illusion: nothing is real but 
the one non-differenced light of universal intelligence —Brah- 
man. 


Kh, 2. 





THE KHANDANAKHANDAKHADYA. 

[The paragraph nomberings are in accordance with the edition published in 
the “ Chaunkhambha Sanskrit Series," Benares. The page numbers refer to 
the edition published in the “ Pandit." 

Intropuctory VERSES, 

(1), [Page I.] To that universal soul, which is one, changeless, 
raised above all distinctive knowledge, declared in the Scriptures 
—to the Lord, not only embraced by Uma, but compreliended by 
me also, 1 offer my salutations. (1) 

(2), [Page 3.] 0 Bhavani, for the purpose of destroying the 
constantly accumulating evils of mundane existence, I reverently 
bow to the lotuses of your feet—those lotuses that rightly close 
when touched by the beams of the moon which Shiva wears as 
a diadem,—as he inclines his head towards you in the pleasing 
act of appeasing your anger. (2) 

(3). O men of intelligence, may you attain to the joy of 
universal conquest, even by merely repeating parrot-like this 
work of mine—rendering * speechless’ all your proud opponents 
by utterly demolishing the possibility of either words or the 
things denoted by them ‘being set forth in speech’ (¢. ¢. being 
satisfactorily defined.) (5) 


Carrer I, 
REFUTATION OF THE PRAMANAS.® 
Section 1, 


[In order to start a discussion of any kind it is not required 
(asthe Logician would make us believe) that the essential 
reality of the categories distinguished by him (such as promana 
i. ¢., means of valid knowledge ; prameya, i.e., object of valid 
knowledge, etc.) should be acknowledged, For the starting of 
a discussion the only thing required is that both sides should 
acknowledge certain rules of discussion as binding. The 
acknowledgment of such rules indeed implies a cognition of 
the categories, but by no means their reality. | 


SSS, SS TTL SS 
® The Logician (Naiyfyika) postulates sixteen categories of which the first 
two are: Pramiina, Means of knowledge and Prameya, object of knowledge. 
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(4). Our opponents, the Logicians, hold that in all dis- 
cussion, it is absolutely necessary that the disputants on both 
sides should acknowledge the sixteen categories, Pramaya and 
the rest, as real entities fully established by all systems of 
philosophy. 

(5). Others, however (the Veddutins’ do not admit this, 
For, they ask, what its the reason obliging the disputant to 
acknowledge the reality of Pramine and the other categories ? 
[A] Isit because for disputants not acknowledging the cate- 
gories it is not possible to start any discussion, all discussion 
necessarily depending on the acknowledgment of those catego- 
ries? [B) Or, because such acknowledgment is the cause of the 
discussion to be begun by the disputants? [C] Or, because all 
these categories are well known and accepted by all men? [D] 
Or, because if they be not accepted the ascertainment of truth and 
victory—which are the respective results of the two principal 
kinds of discussion—would extend too far (i.e., would be attained 
even by altogether unlearned and silly people).* 

(6), [A] The first of these reasons is not valid. For we 
actually find that there are lengthy discussions carried on by 
people such as the Charvakas (Materialist-Atheists), the Madhya- 
mikas (Bauddha-Nihilists) and others who do not acknowledge 
the sixteen categories of the Logician. In fact, if these people 
Were not capable of setting forth their views in literary works, 
there would be no Treason for you to make any efforts towards 
SRemeem peed css 
thus pronounce a most wotitante yeasts a ee fis 

“nt fidte pbeicrmrsctsbieertn on capable of binding 
all speech,—an incantation, so strangely powerful as to accom- 
plish the result that the revered Preceptor of the Gods, Brihaspati 
did not produce the Lokayatika-sutras, that the Tathagata 
Buddha did not teach the Madhyamika acriptures, and that sae 
own revered Teacher, Shatkarach@rya did not compose his Seat 
mentary on the stitras of Dadarayana ! ! 


* There are three kinds of discussian—f | ) Pada Fistisioa ae | 
ere | 1) — for the purp. 

of ascertaining trath, (2) Jalpa—Diseussion for the purpose of ichaik the 

opponent, and (3) Vitesda—BSophistical reasinings put forward for i ili 

purpose of showing off one's cleverness. | pe 


Carrer [.—Sectiow (1). 5 


(7), Here the Logician will perhaps re-state his argument 
in a more guarded form: I do not, he says, mean to deny that 
verbal disquisitions may be carried on by men who do not acknow- 
ledge the sixteen categories ; but what [ mean to deny is that 
such disqnisitions can prove or disprove anything. 

(2). In this also, we reply, you are mistaken. What renders 
verbal disquisitions incapable of proving or disproving anything 
is not their being put forward by persons who do not acknowledge 
the sixteen categories ; what makes them thus ineapable rather 
is,—as you will have to admit yourself—that they have the 
character of fallacious or erroneous assertions, We often find 
that assertions made by persons who, in accordance with their 
peculiar theoretical views, acknowledge the categories, are 
rejected as ‘incapable of proving or disproving anything’ by 
other persons, who also acknowledge the reality of the categories, 
but happen to hold a different philosophical theory. 

(9). Consequently, so long as you are not ahle to show that 
our assertions are ‘fallacious’ or ‘erroneous’, we shall pay no 
regard to you, even if you go on repeating a hundred times— 
“vou have put forward these assertions without acknowledging 
the sixteen categories.” Were such words to be taken seriously, 
we on our part might, with equal reasonableness, argue against 
you— you have put forward these assertions after having 
acknowledged the sixteen categories, and hence they must be 
rejected as fallacious’ |! 

(10) But, the Logician objects, if there be no Pramana and 
the other categories, how can the ‘verbal discussion * itself— 
which is the topic of our present diseussion—come about? ®° 
And how can there be any rules to determine refutation 
and the like, in connection with verbal assertions? For all 
assertions and denials depend upon Pramayas (means of valid 
knowledge). 

(11), [Page 10.) You misrepresent the case, we reply. We 
do not hold that all discussions should begin only alter it has been 
acknowledged by the disputants that ‘Pramapa and the other 
categories have no real existence. All that we mean is that 





@ As there could be no valid knowledge of it without some ‘meana of 
knowledge’ (Pram®na). 
Kh, 9, 


6 Inpian Tooucat: Kh 


discussions may be carried on by those who are indifferent as to 
the reality or non-reality of those categories, no less than by you 
who accept their reality. If this were not so,® it would not be 
possible for you to combat our theory in the way you have done, 
after having imputed to us the view that Pramana and the other 
categories have no reality, 





(12). For on what grounds eould the diseussion have heen 
started so as to enable you, in the course of the (liscussion, to 
combat our view? Was it on the basig of both parties acknow- 
ledging the reality of the categories? or on the basis of both 
denying their reality? or on the basis of one of us acknowledp- 
ing their reality and the other not acknowledging it? The first 
of these alternatives is inadmissible; since the objection you 
urge would not lie against one who acknowledges the reality 
of the categories. The second alternative would imply that 
you yourself are open to that objection, Nor again is the 
third alternative possible. For on it, just as the present discus- 
sion is started (even though one of the disputants doea not ac- 
knowledge the categories), so, in the same manner all othor diseus- 
sions could be started (which would show that the acceptance 
of the reality of the categories is not necessary for the starting 
of diseussions), And in reality it is absolutely necessary for the 
discussion to proceed on a common basis accepted by both parties 
(and so there can be no discussion when one party accepts the 
categories and the other does not), Were it not 80, Your oppo- 
nent also would put forward, in accordance with his own view of 
things (not accepted by you), certain verbal objections against 
your assertions ; and to which of you two, under these circum. 
stances, would the victory have to be adjudged? In fact, it 
would be the disputant acknowledging the categories that 
would be galled by the weight of greater restrictions. 

(13). For these reasons it will he right for you to declare 
that you raise your objections after the ‘liseussion has been 
started between us on the basis of certain rules agreed upon by 
both of as, Irrespective of our views as to the reality or unreality 
of Pramina and the other Cafegories, And as thus you are 





“ie. If it were not possible for one not soknowledaine th — 
the Pramiinas to enter on a discussion. ledging reality of 





CHAPTER 1.—Seerion (1). 7 


unable to ascertain your own meaning, you truly cannot hope 
to ascertain the views of others.® 

(14). [Page 12.] But, the Logician resumes, I do not mean to 
set forth my objections against an unreasonable dispntant, 
accepting him as my opponent in a controversy ; all I mean is to 
show tomy own pupils that persons not acknowledging the 
categories cannot be admitted to any diseussion. It is for this 
reason that the author of the Ny@ya-Bhigya (Vatsyayana, Page 4) 
says—'if on being asked his purpose, he should say, de., ce, 
(pratipadyate, in the Third Person),’ and not ‘if you should say 
(pratipadyasey [while this latter form would be required if the 
objection were addressed to the opponent.] 

(15). But this also we cannot allow. For even if addressing 
your pupils only, you would have to express yourself as 
follows :—' These are the objections lying against the Chirvaka 
(materialist) and others’; and how would this be possible ? For, 





would the objection against these people be put forward after 


they had been admitted to the discussion, or before that ? 
In either case, the objection would not be effective against 
them. 

(16). [B] Nor is the second alternative (noted in para, 5) ten- 


able. For on that view the reality of the categories would have 


to be acknowledged only if the causal relation of the categories 
towards the discussion to be started were to come to an end on 
the non-acknowledgment of the categories, But the latter can- 
not be the case: for if it were so, those who do not acknowledge 
the categories could make no use of words at all, sinee the cause 
of such use would be absent. And we have already pointed out 
above that you cannot deny the existence of the use of words 
on the part of the Bauddha-Nihilists and others who do not 
acknowledge the reality of your categories. 








® The Logician doesnot ascertain hisown meaning in so far as he urges 
an objection against the Vedintin, only after the discussion has been started 
without the Vedintin admitting the reality of the categories, and yet declares 
that one who does not admit that cannot be admitted to a discussion. And he 
shows ignorance of the opponent's view insemuch as he controverts the 
opinion that the categories are unreal ; while all that the Vediintin has so far 
assertedia thatthe acknowledgment of the categories is mot needed for the 
starting of a discussion. 


Kh, 7. 


a 
% 
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(17), Your meaning in setting forth the second alternative 
(B) may possibly be that Pramina and the other categories are 
real because they are the cause of the verbal discussion carried 
on by the disputants; and since they are real they must be 
acknowledged by all, in agreement with the accepted principle 
that ‘whatever is real is acknowledged as such,’ 

(18). But this also will not help you. For it is only after 
some (liscussion has been started that you can proceed to prove 
the necessity of accepting the categories, on the ground of their 
having reality as proved by the fact that they are the cause of the 
verbal discussions carried on by the disputants. 

(19). In fact, we can regard that alone as the necessary 
antecedent of discussions without which it would be quite 
impossible for the disputants, aiming either at the ascertainment 
of truth or at victory over their opponent, to obtain what they 
desire. And since all that is absolutely necessary for this is 
that they should agree to lay down certain rales and conditions 
for the discussion, the disputants, before entering into any 
discussion, do lay down such rules and conditions. 

(20). These rules and conditions are somewhat to the follow- 
ing effect:—{1) The party that starts the discussion should 
proceed hy means of valid arguments in accordance with the 
recognised means of knowledge ; (2) then the other party should 
point out, in the arguments thus propounded, some invalidating 
flaw in the shape of ‘selfcontradiction’ and the like, which would 
show that the person propounding the argument is not possesse 
of that true knowledge which the discussion aims at; (3) if this 
secon party succeeds in demonstrating some such flaw, the firat 
party must be regarded as ‘defeated’; /4) if, however, the second 
party fails to prove the flaw, it is he who must be taken as 
‘defeated’; (5) in each case, the party other than the ‘defeated’ 
must be held to be ‘victorious’; (6) the position, that is ultimately 
found to he supported by valid proofs must be accepted as 

“true’;—and so forth. 

(21). This leavea no room for an objection on the Logician's 
part, similar to that which we urged against him when asking him 
to point out his reasons for accepting the reality of Pramapa 
and the other categories,—viz,, “you are bound to point out your 
reasons for the necessity of laying down rules and conditions for 

Kh. 8. 
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the conducting of discussions; and this pointing out can be done 
only after a certain discussion has been started [and hence, like 
the categories, the rules also need not be accepted as necessary 
for the actual starting of discussions.]” There is no room for this 
objection, we say, because the rules and conditions for discus- 
sions are spontaneously accepted by both disputants; since on 
that basis only they can realise the two ends which prompt men 
to start discussions,—vis: the ascertainment of truth, and the 
defeat of the opponent. 

(22). Here the following objection may perhaps be raised ;— 
“From what you say it would appear that the rules and con- 
ditions of diaeussion come to be accepted, not on the ground of 
valid reasons, but merely on the choice of the disputants; and as 
thus the foundation is unsound, great confusion and uncertainty 
will beset the discussion, the subjects of discussion and the 
results of discussion.” But this objection also we refuse to 
adinit. The rules and conditions above specified by us as the 
basis of discussion are perfectly sound, for they are self-evident,— 
as proved by the facts that it is impossible to imagine anything 
contrary to them, that they have come down to us through 
immemorial tradition, and that men have generally agreed to 
them on the basis of universal practical experience. 

(23). Nor can it be asserted that the existence of the categories 
also must be accepted by the disputants on the same grounds 
as that of the rules and conditions. For, in order to render 
it possible for the discussion to be started, nothing further is re- 
cognised as necessary than the acceptance of the said rules and 
conditions. On the other hand, if we acknowledge the reality of 
the categories, it would be impossible for the disputants, 
if not accepting the rules and conditions, either to ascertain 
the truth, or to secure victory,—which are the two purposes for 
which discussions are started. 

(24). [Page I7.) [C] Nor also can we accept the third alter- 
native mentioned above (in para. 5); That is to say, the reality of 
the categories cannot be acknowledged on the ground of their 
being practically acknowledged by all men. For, weask, do you 
mean that they are practically acknowledged by authoritative 

® The reading translated is that adopted by the Vidyis%gari commentary. 
Kh, 9. 
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and trustworthy persons alone? or, by all men, high and low 
alike? Itcannot be the former; since the fact of anything 
being supported by the usage of authoritative persons cannot be 
ascertuined without due enquiry and discussion ; and it is for the 
sake of just such enquiry and discussion that we are in search 
of the necessary basis. Nor the latter; as in that case you will 
have to admit the validity of the notion of the body being the 
Self, and so forth (which erroneous notions are generally enter- 
tained by common people). 

(25). But, the Logician says, notions of this latter kind we do 
not accept, since we find them to be sublated by subsequent 
reflexion. lf this is so, we reply, then the categories under 
discussion also cannot be accepted if they are found to be sublated 
by subsequent reflexion ; otherwise they will certainly be acknow- 
ledged. But they cannot be accepted for the mere reason that 
they are practically acknowledged by people in general. 

(26). [D] Nor can the fourth alternative (in para 5) be main- 
tained: ‘That is to say, the reality of the categories cannot be 
accepted for the reason that if it were not accepted, there would 
be an undue extension of the results of discussion. For, even 
though we are absolutely indifferent as to the reality or unreality 
of the categories in question, yet we also acknowledge the same 
rules and conditions for the conduct of diseussions that you 
accept (and in accordance with which you judge of the results of 
discussions) ; and if these rules and conditions were to lead to 
undesirable judgments in regard to these results, in our case, 
they would do the same in your case also [and hence what is 
necessary for the discussion is only the acceptance of these rules 
and conditions, and not that of the categories], 

(27). Here the Logician raises a new objection : If, he says, you 
start a discussion on the basis of certain rules and conditions to 
be observed in the carrying on of verbal intercourse, you must at 
any rate acknowledge the reality of the existence of such verbal 
intercourse ; for unless you do so, you cannot speak of its being 
carried on or effected; since to effect a thing means to bring it 
from non-existence into real existence, Then again, the rule laid 
down by you (in para. 20), that discussions should be carried on 
by means of arguments founded on the recognised means of valid 
knowledge, could not be upheld unless you admitted that causal 








Cuaprer 1.—Secri 


power of the means of valid knowledge which consists in their 
having a necessary real existence previous to their effects; for 
such causal power is implied in that rule. Further, the rules 
relating to the ascertainment of ‘defeat’ pre-suppose the reality of 
the Fallacies ; and similarly the reality of Invariable Concomit- 
ance (Vyapti) and other elements of Reasoning is implied in the 
rules bearing on the ascertainment of what constitutes truth in 
the matter under dispute. It thus appears that in laying down 
your rules you distinctly admit the reality of those several factors ; 
and hence it is a mere empty assertion of yours to say that 
‘liscussions can be started without accepting the reality of 
Pramauya and the other categories,’ 

(28), Your objection is invalid, we reply. For what you 
seck to prove can be proved only after the discussion on the point 
has started; and hence our objections to your position 
remain in force. 

(29). Against this you may not urge that, “inasmuch as the 
laying down of the rules and conditions accepted by the Vedantin 
would at once imply the acknowledgment of the reality of 
Pramina and the other categories, the Logician is not open to 
the said objections.” For what is implied in those rules is only 
the knowledge of Prama@ya and the rest, and not their reality, 

(30). And on this point we put the following question :—Do 
you mean that the reality of Pramaye and the rest should be 
admitted simply because there is a cognition of their reality ? 
Or because there is such cognition of their reality as is not 
sublated (by some other more valid cognition)? Not the former 
truly ; since from that view it would follow that we must acknow- 
ledge the presence of true water in the mirage (which, at the 
time, is cognized as water). Then, as regards the second alter- 
native, should the reality of the categories be accepted because 
the cognition of them is not sublated or rejected by the two 
disputants and the umpire, at the time of the diseussion,—or 
because it is not rejected by any person atany time ? The former 
view would land us in absurility, being much too wide in its 
scope; for it often happens that what is cognised by three per- 
sons and at one moment, is sublated by the cognition of a fourth 
person, and at another moment ; and when such sublation actu- 
ally takes place, the thing cognised as nnreal truly is not held to 

Kh. 1. 


ow (1). 11 
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be real, simply on the strength of its haying been cognised assuch 
ata previous moment by two or three individuals, Henee the only 
tenable view is the latter,—viz., that that alone should be regarded 
as real which is never, and by no person, found to be sublated. 

(31). [Page 21.] Thus then, even if it be held that the cogmi- 
tion of the existence of the Fallacies, ke., by the disputants and 
the umpire, which is not sublated at the time of the diseuassion, is 
4 necessary factor in the discussion,—in what way does this affect 
the view that the starting of a discussion does not depend wpon 
the acceptance of the reality of the Fallacies, etc., as proved by 
such cognition of them as is not sublated in any way (ve. by 
any person, at any time)? We have here to remember that 
ordinary empirical thought and activity are generally found 
to be based upon the acceptance of certain notions as true 
by only a few persons and at only certain points of time, And it 
is only such cognition of the existence of Pramfna, &c., that we 
regard as necessary in the starting of discussions. This is what 
is meant by the assertion that ‘discussions are started on the 
basis of the supposition that Pramana and the other categories 
have a praetical (and not real) existence,’ 

(32), We thus arrive at the conclusion that for the starting 
of a discussion certain rules must be accepted, such as the follow- 
ing—when the Umpire comes to the decision that a certain 
disputant has not transgressed the rules of discussion agreed 
upon, that disputant must be held to have gained the victory ; 
that disputant on the other hand with regard to whose arguments 
the Umpire does not form that judgment must be regarded as 
having been defeated ; that disputant again in whose arguments 
the Umpire acknowledges the Presence of flaws pointed out by 
the opponent is to be regarded as vanquished ; while a disputant 
not falling under that category cannot be regarded as van- 
quished, and. so forth, 

(33), [Page 23], For when we say that the disputant must 
carry on the discussion in accordance with certain rules and 
conditions, we mean that the fact of the disputant having 
argued in due aceord with all such rules and conditions must 
be the object of the Umpire’s cognition. 

(34). Nor must it here be objected that, on the conclusion 
just arrived at, the real existence of the ‘cognition of tha Umpire’ 
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will have to be admitted (so that after all we again pre-suppose 
the reality of a thing other than Brahman). For if we enquire 
into the reality of that cognition, we again have nothing else to 
fall back upon than another cognition of the real existence of the 
same, (So that here again we have only cognition of real 
existence, not real existence itself.) 

(35.) Nor does this necessitate the assumption of a regres- 
eus in infinitum (that other cognition again being dependent 
on another cognition, and so on), For, in accordance with the 
principle that * there 1s no need of any further cognition, beyond 
the origination of three or four cognitions’ (Kumarila Bhatta's 
Shloka-varttika, Sitra II, 61) there is no need to enter on any 
such regress. 

(36.) Perhaps our adversary will here argue as follows :-—“* If 
the last term of the series of cognitions has no real existence, 
this will imply that the whole series of preceding cognitions also 
has no real existence ; you thus do not get out of your difficulty 
by accepting (as the basis of all discussion) the cagnition (of the 
Umpire).” This may be so, we reply ; but as a matter of fact, 
when the disputants have satisfied themselves by following the 
series of cognitions backwards up to three or four stages, they 
find that it would be undesirable to go any further; and thus by 
mutual agreement they take the reality of the Umpire's cognition 

* Tn the place referred to Kumfrila Bhatta argues in favour of the natural 
inherent validity or authoritativeness (svatah-primfnyn) of all cognitions. 
Every cognition, due to one of the recognised means af true knowledge, is to be 
considered as valid, as long as there are no special reasons for doubt. Where 
such reasons exist, as when e. g. we are in doubt as to the true nature of a thing 
perceived from a distance or in faint light,—we resolve our doubt by a second 
cognition naturally springing from improved conditions ; as when the exact 
nature of a thing first perceived from a distance reveals itself to us as s00n as 
we approach it more closely. In certain cases this second cognition may again 
have to be corrected by a third cognition ; and sometimes even a fourth one may 
be required; but in almost all cases it will not be necessary to go beyond this. 
Having carried our enquiry so far, we acquiesce in the result.—This principle 
is, in the text, appealed to by the Vedantin. There, of course, remains the 
difference between his point of view and that of the MimMmsaka that, aceord- 
ing to the latter, a series of cognitions carried on for three or four stages, 
results in a cognition which is absolutely true, i. ¢,, represents reality os it is; 
while according to the Vedintin the final cognition is true in a relative, practi- 
cal, sense only. 
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for granted, and proceed upon it asa basis of their discussion. 
If some such explanation be uot accepted, then a similar infinite 
regress of cognitions would result even on your view, i. e., the 
view which acknowleges the reality of Pramana and the other 
categories. 

(37.) The Logician retorts—“ We hold every cognition to 
have reality by itself; and thus all our proceedings can be carried 
on on the basis of such cognitions, without tracing any series of 
cognitions backwards. According to the view of the Vedantin on 
the other hand, such tracing backward will he unavoidable ; for 
otherwise, he also would have to admit that every cognition has 
reality.” But, we reply, we are going to show, in the section 
on the ° Self-apprehension of Cognitions,’ that the infinite regress 
cannot be avoided even by regarding every cognition as having 
a reality by itself. Then again, just as according to your 
theory, though the cognition of the jar and the jar both have 
reality by themselves, you yet hold that all practical proceedings 
are effected by the reality of the cognition, and not by that of 
the jar,—so analogously on our view, though the cognition and 
the jar are both equally unreal, yet all practical proceedings are 
effected by the unreal cognition, and by nothing else, 


—_——_ 





Section 2. 


[The admission that the categories are the cause of philosophi- 
cal discussions in no way obliges us to acknowledge their 
reality ; for the Unreal no less than the Real may be a cause: 
to maintain that a cause has real being in fact involves usin 
contradictions. What is characteristic of a cause is merely 
that it has an invariable Previous existence to its effect ; but 
this relation may hold good in the sphere of mere apparent 
existence, Empirical thought, speech and action admit of being 
reconciled with the theory of the Bauddha-Nihilist (Shtinya- 
vadin) according to which all things whatever are ‘void’ i.e. 
unreal appearances, ] 

A —The non-real ean have causal efficiency, 


(38). “But” the Logician objects, “to assert that a thing is 
unreal and yet produces an effact involves a self-contradiction 1” 
Why, we retort, should it not be a self-contradiction that a thing 
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is real and effects something ? For it certainly has not been 
proved to the satisfaction of both of us that the real produces 
effects while the unreal does not ! 

(39). “ But”, our antagonist rejoins, “(if the unreal or non- 
being were to produce effects, then) since the mere non-existence 
of the cause would be equally present at all times, its effect 
would arise also at times other than those when it actually 
appears,” We do not allow this objection. For according to 
your (the Logician’s) doctrine® the causal factors do not exist at 
the first moment of the existence of the effect ; and this non- 
existence of the cause is exactly the same at all other times ; why 
then should not, on your premises also, the effect arise at any time? 

(40). “ But", the Naiyadyika resumes, “ what, according 
to us, is necessary for the appearance of the effect ata certain 
time is not the non-existence of the causal factors at that very 
time, but the existence of those factors at the preceding moment ; 
for this is what is actually observed.” Well then, we reply, 
(just as you hold that what brings about the effect 1s the 
existence of the causal factors ata time other than that of the 
effect’s coming into existence, so) we hold that what brings 
about the effect is the non-existence of the cause at some time 
other than the time of the actual appearance of the effect ; for 
this is what is actually observed. 

(41). “But”, the opponent resumes, “according to me 
what determines the effect at the particular time when it actually 
appears is the fact of its immediate sequence to the causal 
conditions (and this immediate sequence does not present itself 
at anyother moment).” This also is of no avail, we reply. For 
as the fact of immediate sequence to the cause and the first 
appearance of the effect are simultaneous, and as moreover, that 
immediate sequence itself is something indeterminate (which 
for its determination would require antecedent determining 
conditions going back ad injfinitumT), there is nothing to decide 





* The Logician holds that at the moment when the effect comes into 
existence the cavesal factors have ceased to operate; as otherwise, he argues, 
there would be an endless number of effects proceeding from the same cause. 

+ The ‘ Ggantukateat’ of the text is explained by the commentators in 
many ways, none of which appears fully satisfactory. The translation follows 
the VidySsagari. 

Kh, Io. 


16 Ispraw Taovaur: & 





which of the two (the fact of sequence to the cause, and the 
‘appearance of the effect) is the determining and which the 
determined element, It therefore must be admitted that what 
determines the effect is the presence of the causal factors at 
some other point of time ; for this is what is actually observed. 
And we have showa above already that, in that case, there is an 
opening for our view no less than for yours, (for the causal 
factors present at another point of time may be the non-existence, 
no less than the existence, of the cause), 

(42). “ But, what then”, the opponent asks, “is the distin- 
guishing feature of the moment at which the effect originates’'? 
Nothing more or less, we reply, than that very Origination of 
the effect, If not satisfied therewith you demand some.other 
distinguishing feature, then that feature also, in its turn, would 
belong to a point of time, which again would require a further 
distinguishing feature’; and so on and on; there would be no 
end to the postulating of such features. 

(43). “Still”, the opponent urges, “you ought to point 
out some characteristic common to, and present in, all moments 
in which effects originate '"! But this we meet by the counter- 
question—and what would be the characteristic of that 
characteristic which is common to all those moments’? and 
this question would have to he repeated ad infinitum,” 


B.—Causal efficiency cannot belong to that which has real 

being. 

(44). I. ‘If a cause be that into the nature of which real 
existence (satta) enters as an essential element, then, for this 
very reason, the cause has no real being." II. ‘If, on the other 
hand, real being does not essentially enter into the nature of 
the cause, then, for this very reason, the cause has not real 
being.’ (4) 

(45). The meaning of this stanza is as follows :— 

I. If the nature of the cause be such that it implies as 
an essential element val existence, then to say that the generic 
* Unless we stopped somewhere at 4 characteristic pot needing a further 
characteristic. But then it evidently is preferable to accept at once the 
characteristic mentioned—viz : that it is just the origination of the effect which 
distinguishes the moment of forigination. 
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character ‘ real existence’ (satt@) belongs to the cause would 
involve the absurdity of something (real existence) residing 
partially in itself (i. ¢. that real existence which goes to consti- 
tute the nature of thecause), Even if the thing qualified by real 
existence (i.e. the cause with such existence as an essential ele- 
ment of itself) were considered as something different from real 
existence (satta) (so that the said absurdity would not arise)®*, 
we could not accept the satéa (in the latter sense, 4. ¢. the 
satta which is predicated of the cause) to be the same with the 
real being that enters into the nature of the cause ; for itis a 
recognised principle that no more than a thing can reside in 
itself, can it reside in that of which it already is an essential 
attribute. It would therefore be necessary to assume another 
existence as residing in the cause qualified by existence ; and as 
this would mean that existence does not enter into the nature 
of the cause, the cause would have to be regarded as * not real- 
ly existing.’ And if, in order to avoid this, we were to assume 
a series of existences, one after the other, there would be no 
end of such assumptions. 

(46). Nor will you escape from this predicament by tak- 
ing the long step of assuming an infinity of different kinds of 
yen! existence. For if you assume different kinds of real exist- 
ence, you relinquish the very foundation on which the generic 
conception of ‘ existence ' rests, and hence lose the idea of even 
the first existence. Seeking to establish the notion of existence 
you thus have lost the basis of it, and are worse off than before ! t 








(47). Noragain would the mere individual existence \svartipa- 
satt@) of things suffice for the general conception of those things, 
For, if to these individual existences, which naturally are different 
from one another, you assign the exalted position of forming the 





® Tt must be admitted that ‘ satti' cannot reside in itself ; but let us define 
the cause not simply as sat—that which t#—, but as. that something which 
has being for its essential attribute. On this view the cause is something 

}* Existence ' as a generic entity is postulated only for the purpose of provid- 
ing a basis for the generic conception of ‘existence’ as including under it all 
series of existences, there would be no need of either a generic conception, or 
af a basis for that conception. 
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basis of general conceptions, you politely relegate all generic 
entities (Universals ; satt@, gotva, &c.) to the realm of the defunct.® 
And if you were to say—‘ well, let us then dispense with a 
generic conception of individual existence,’—in what manner 
we ask, will you arrive at the generic notion of Cause, which, 
according to you, implies the notion of individual existence ? 
(48). Moreover, so-called ‘individual being’ (svariipa-satta 
really is nothing more or less than the thing (e. g. the jar) itself. 
And in the same way the individual being of that which és not 
also is nothing but the thing itself. The non-being jar does not 
cease to be a jar; if it did, we could have no such notion as 
‘ the jar is not ', for, according to the view criticised, that which is 
not would not be the jar.t 

(49), II. Let us then consider the second alternative stated 
in para, 44, viz., that that which really is constitutes the cause, 
without ‘real being ' entering into it as an essential element.—On 
this view, we point out, that which has no real being also may 
be a cause, since real being and ‘non-being equally do not enter 
into the nature of the cause.t 

(00), “Being,” the Logician now argues, “may not enter as a 
factor into the nature of the cause ; the very nature of the cause 
rather is constituted by being; for we regard that to be a cause 
which has a necessary existence prior to the appearance of the 
effect.’ Well, we reply, we also hold the cause to be that 
which possesses this necessary antecedent existence. 

(51). “In that case”, the opponent retorts, “ you admit the 
cause to be something that has real being, and thus fare like the 
man who, in order to evade the payment of the toll at the river 

“Let us say that the individual existence (seariipasatta) which b belongs to 
each individual thing provides a sufficient basia for the general notion of satia 
“being? But in that case, the theory of universals, such ag satéa, inhering in 
the individuals (which is an essential part of the Nyaya view of things) would 
become meaningless. 

1 The individual being or character of a thing is not touched by our 
taking the thing to be non-being or non-real. If, therefore, it is thia a-called 
‘individual being’ which constitutes a thing's being a cause, the non-being or 
non-real also may possess causality. 

tIf real being is not an essential constituent of the causality of the cause 
(although the cause may be something really being), such things also as have 
no real being may be causes—it being understood that this ‘non-being’ also is 
not an essential factor of their causality. 
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crossing, sets out before daybreak, but only arrives at the crossing, 
when the dawn is just breaking "! Not by any means, we 
reply. Yon evidently have not grasped our meaning. In so far as 
admitting in the cause a non-real existence” (asati satt®) I do 
admit existence ; how otherwise could I say that ‘that existence 
is unreal’? Do you, on your part, hold that ‘causality’ consists 
in existence (viz. necessary previous existence) which comprises 
within itself being (in the sense of reality)? This truly cannot 
be; foras shown above, you (if thus postulating being within being) 
will either have to relinquish being after a few stages (of the 
endless series of ‘beings’ to which the first admission of being 
within being commits you), or else to admit an endless series. 

(52). “But”, the opponent goes on to argue, “as mere non- 
existence would, on your conclusion, be common (to that which 
is the cause, as well as to all that is not the cause of a given 
effect), how could there be any certainty as to what is the 
cause '? The same difficulty, we reply, would present itself 
on the view of existence or being equally belonging to both. 

(53). “But”, saya the Logician, ‘in our case, we have as the 
determining factor positive as well as negative induction in re- 
gard to either the individual thing or to something of its kind ah 
while in your case, as all causes would be equally non-being, 
you would have negative induction only (in the form ‘where the 
cause is not the effect is not’; while you could not say “where 
the cause is the effect is.’) And even this negative induction 
would not always be certain. For you cannot say that “ when- 
ever the cause is not, the effect necessarily is not existing’; since 
on your view, the effect would, after all, be produced in certain 
eases (as we actually see it to be produced); and as for you the 
Cause is permanently non-being, this would mean that the effect 


® The cause according to the Ved"ntin, an doubt possesses sata, ‘existence’ 


in the sense of nydeaharikt sats, i.¢., empirical existence, such as belongs to 
everything that appears to consciousness, but Brahman ; but such satia is aeatt, 
i.e, unreal; true reality belonging to Brahman only. | 

+ If eg. clay and threads ore equal imasmoach as both of them are unreal, 
what should determine the clay, and not the threads, being the cause of a jar? 

+ The ‘something of the kind * is meant to include cases where the cause is 
not a permanent continuous thing, but a series of closely consecutive moment- 
ary existencas—sach as the successive momentary flashes or flickers which 
constitute a flame. 
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is produced while the cause does not exist. And as to positive 
induction this you could never have”. Not so, we reply. 
The conditions really are exactly similar in both cases, More- 
over, in asserting that ‘there is no positive induction’ you admit 
the existence of such induction (since otherwise there would be 
no occasion for denying it); and if you were to regard ‘being’ as 
s factor entering into the nature of positive induction, your view 
would at once be open to the objections stated above (in para. 44). 

(O4), “ But”, another objection is raised, “ from your theory 
it would follow that those who enjoy mere imaginary aweets and 
those who eat real sweets, would have exactly the same experi- 
ences of flavour, strength, nutritive effects, and so on”. He, 
we reply, who flatters himself with the hope of this objection inva- 
lidating our view, truly himself feeds upon imaginary sweets! 
For, jirstly, we have already shown that causal efficiency cannot 
rightly be claimed for the really existing only, whether real exist- 
ence be held to enter into the essential nature of the Cause or not 
(see para, 44); and secondly, it isa fact that mere imaginary 
sweets (as those tasted in a dream) actually do give rise to experi- 
ences of certain flavours and strength, and of nutritive effects. 

(65). “ But", the opponent further asks, “ (if the Cause is 
unreal, the effect will be the same; and) how can the Unreal 
be an effect"’ ? If, we reply, you held reality to enter into the 
very nature of the effect, the same objection applies to the effect 
which we have above pointed out with regard to the Cause 
(para. 44). If, on the other hand, you do not regard reality as 
entering into the nature of the effect, the latter is unreal, and 
then there is no difference between your view and mine, 

(56). Thus then we are both agreed that being a cause 
means nothing else than ‘having necessary connection with a 
previous time’ ; and the dispute about the reality or unreality of 
the Cause—which both lie altogether outside the true nature of 
the Cause—is simply futile. (5) 

(97). Here the Logician formulates a new attack ; “Leave off 
for a while,” he says, “ putting forward mere counter-argu- 
ments, and directly answer the main question.— How can the 
ess ee (to adopt one of the possible explanations of this clause) the positive 
luduction can be equally well established if the ‘existence ' of the cause ja 
considered an unreal, ie, merely empirical, one, . 
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eansal efficiency of that which has no being be ascertained’? 
You will not allow that the cause has the distinguishing feature 
of being that which necessarily exisls prior to the effect; and 
mere non-existence would belong to all things alike “whether 
causes or non-causes)’’, Not so, we reply. The Cause has 
this distinguishing feature that with regard to it we have the 
‘dea that it necessarily exists previous to the effect (thongh this 
in no way establishes the reality of the Cause). 

(58). “But”, the Logician objects, ~ this principle is unduly 
wide, in so far as it would allow of our accepting as causes, such 
things also regarding which we 4 may have a mistaken notion of 
‘necessary previous existence. No such thing, we reply. 
You accept the reality of a = on the basis of a cognition which 
may be traced back three or four stages without meeting with 
sublation ; and so we also allow the character of being a Cause to 
a thing which is the object of a cognition of just thatkind. But 
as the cognition may be liable to sublation as it is traced back 
beyond those initial stages, and as this would prove the mistaken 
character of the earlier stages,—we do not, on the basis of those 
earlier stages, declare the Cause to have real existence; this is 
the difference between our view and yours. In fact the Logician 
himself rejects certain theories held by other schools (e. g. the 
theory, held by the Mima@msakas, of the eternality of the ‘word’) 
on the ground that, although certain cognitions do not meet with 
sublation up to several stages of reasoning, they yet are sublated 
in the end. Were it not so, (7. ¢e. were theories to be accepted as 
true when not found subject to sublation up toa few stages only), 
then there would be only one view with regard to all philoso- 
phical matters (as all philosophical theories would be found to 
be true to a few stages ; and thus all being possessed of equal 
validity, there could be no different systems, based as these are 
upon varying opinions with regard to the comparative validity 
or invalidity of the several theories).* 

® The sense of thia rather obscure argument appears to be that the Logician 
regards the cause as absolutely real, while the Vedaintin, on further inquiry, 
allows it to be real for practical purposes only. The Logician himself pro- 
ceeda in this way with regard to certain theories which though primd facts 
aren reasonable, turn out, on further enquiry, to be wrong. Tf no soch 

srimination were made between what is wrong primd facie and what turns 
out to be wrong on protracted enquiry only, all theories would be equally true. 
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(59). The above arguments also set aside the doubt expressed 
in the following question :—“ As all theories are equally unreal, 
how are we to ascertain which of them remains non-sublated 
up to three or four steps of enquiry, and which not?" 

(60). “Bot”, a further objection is raised, “at the time 
when the Cause, as you conceive it, is not the object of that idea 
(viz., of necessary previons existence), what difference is there 
(between what is the cause and what is not)?” The difference, 
we reply, lies therein that the Cause is the object of that idea 
at some time or other (while the non-causes never are the object 
of that idea). If this be not admitted, then tell me how such 
an idea presenting itself with reference to the Cause at one time 
could prove its reality at some other time ? [t might he argued 
that the reality of the Cause at one time may be the object of the 
notion at some other time (there being no need of the notion 
of a thing being something existing at the same time with itself). 
But then, we also may say with equal reasonableness that the fact 
of the said notion presenting itself with reference to a certain 
thing at one time indicates that it is the Cause at other times 
also (just as according to the Logician the notion appearing 
at one time proves its reality at other times). It is exactly this 
kind of reality that has been called (by those who hold al] things 
to be unreal) ‘ samvriti sattea' or “Ulnsory Reality,’ 

(61). The Logician now puts the question—‘ [gs this idea 
of samepiti something real or unreal ?",—his purpose being to 
* The Logician himself admits that certain notions—e.g. that of ‘ silvar in 
the shell'—meet with sublation as soon a8 we begin to enquire into them ; 
while others—such as the notion of the eternity of worls—are shown to be 
invalid by an investigation carried on through a certain number of stages, An 
enalogous distinction may, without much difficulty, be established between 
different philosophical theories, . 

T This is added in anticipation of the objection that to hold the cause to be 
unreal would be opposed to the Vedintic conception that it has sampritisating 
(which is some sort of reality.) The BETS ha | 
the Vedtntin and all othor [dealists admit in regard to things is not absolute 
reality but a qualified reality, merely empirical, This is what has been dosig- 
nated by the Bauddhas ‘samoritiveatta’ in the kariha— the instructions 
imparted by the Buddhas Proceed on the basis of two kinds of reality, the 
ordinary empirical, and the abgolute reality.” Tt corresponds to what the 
Vedfintin calls ‘ vyaeaharikt satta,” 
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propose the following dilemma—* if the idea is unreal it cannot 
differentiate the Cause from non-causes ; if it is real, it cannot be 
accepted by you Vedé hy But we meet him with the fol- 
lowing reply :—We both are agreed as to its being cognitions, or 
ideas, on which all empirical thought, speech and action rest.° 
Now when we proceed to enquire into an idea and, on advancing 
in our enquiry three or four stages; find it to be real or true, then 
the particular thought, speech, &c., eoncerned must be regarded 
as based upon real or true ideas ; while it must be regarded as 
based upon unreal or false ideas, when the ideas, on enquiry, 





i 
nig 


| 
; 
, 


- are found to be unreal. And as for differentiation, unreal ideas | 
can effect this, in the same way as in misconception (bhrama) | 


the (unreal) object of misconception differentiates the idea.y 

(62). Thus then, as a matter of fact, the discussion should 
be begun without taking into any account the reality or unreality 
of cognitions. Otherwise, if we were to confuse our understand- 
ing at the outset (over this side-issue), there would be no chance | 
for the real discussion ever being taken up. In the case of ideas | 
having for their object future things and the like, you also ailmit. 
that a non-existing object is the basis of individually disting- 
uished thought, speech and action. And what distinguishes the 
special causal power (of any given cause from that of others) is 
the effect which is not (yet) in extstence.t 

(63). Nor can it be argued against the proving force of this 
last instance that, “in the case of this thing (te, the effect) 
there is existence at some (future) time, while im the case of 
cognition and its object, there is, on your view, no existence at 
any time; and that hence the two cases are altogether different.” 
For, since at the time of actual thought, speech or action 
related to those things, both are equally non-existent, the 
existence of your effect at some other time, when such existence 
~@ All are agreed on the point that our actions are controlled by the ideas 
that we have of things ; for if a person did not cognise or know ¢ thing, it could 
not in any way affect his action, speech or thought. 

{In error or misconception, as when we sec silver in the shell, the imagined 
silver suffices to differentiate the cognition of the moment from other cognitions, 

{What does really distinguish the causal power possessed by sesame-graing 
(tila) from the causal power of other things? Nothing else than the not-yet- 
existing effect, i, ¢., the sesame oil which can be made out of the grains. 
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cannot serve any useful purpose, is exactly like the waking up 
of the watchmen after the house has been cleared out by 
thieves.* 

(64). But, the Logician objects, such things as jars and the 
like (which are to come into existence at some future time) 
actually do exist at some time, and therefore possess a certain 
individual form and attributes (such as class-characteristics) ; 
and hence the ideas of them, by their very nature (i. @ as 
representing those things) appropriate to themselves that form 
and those attributes as their own differentiating characteristics. 
The same cannot be asserted with regard to absolutely non- 
existing or unreal things; for, since an absolute non-entity 
cannot be held to be differentiated by any individual form and 
attributes, the correlative idea also cannot be defined as related 
to something definite—as, after all, it should he, owing to its 
very nature (being an idea of something). | 

(65). Not so, we reply. Above already (para, 48) we have 
explained that the non-real has the same form and character 
as the real: every particular non-existent (unreal) thing is 
characterized by the non-existence of s pecific form and attributes, 
Were it not so, many absurdities would result (we, e, g. should 
not be able to distinguish between a sky-flower and a hare's 
horn, which we actually do distinguish as non-entities of different 
form and character). And we, moreover have already met this 
objection by what we said as to the object of misconception 
lor error, bhranti)—{where, as the Logician himself admits, 
something non-existing, shell-silver ¢ #., 18 the object of 
tion’. Further discussion of this point therefore is need. 











“When the non-existence of the thing and its notion, at the time of thonght, 
speech or action, will have heen fully established on the basis of the non- 
existence of the effect, its existance at some other time will not saye the 
situation, 
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[The view finally to be accepted is one which partially agrees 
with the theory of the Vijnana-vadin, according to whom nothing 
is real but Thought or Idea, The reality of Thought is guar- 
anteed by itself; Thought is ‘self-illumined,’ proved by 
itself, It is on this view only that the validity of Thought can 
be established ; while the theory of the Naiyayikas, according 
to which each direct cognition requires a secondary cognition 
(anuvyavastiya) to establish and guarantee it, finally invalid- 
ates all thought. The ‘ thought’ (vijnaina) the reality of which 
the Vedantin acknowledges differs essentially, however, from 
the vijiana of the Vijsdna-vadin ; for it is absolutely non- 
differenced and eternal. | 


(66). Others again, finding no satisfaction of mind in the 
view of Cognitions (Ideas) also being mere nonentities, and not 
being bold enough to make at once the sweeping assertion 
that the whole Universe (things and ideas alike) has no real 
existence, take up the following position ;—Cognition ,Thought, 
vijiiana) is self-illumined (svayampraka@sha} and self-proved. 
For as a matter of fact, whenever Cognition takes place, there 
never arises, even in the mind of the attentive self-observer, 
either the doubt ‘Do I cognise or do I not cognise,’ or the 
wrong cognition ‘I do not coguise, (when there i cognition), 
or the right cognition to the contrary ‘I do not cognise’' 
(when really there is no cognition).° Hence, if with regard to 


sess 

“The distinction between the three cases is explained in the VidySsigari 
as follows:—A-‘ wrong cognition’ is the cognition of a thing as something 
which it is not; in the case in question, the cognition ‘Ido not know,’ while, 
actually there is knowledge. A ‘doubt is in the form ‘Do I know or dol 
not know.’ A ‘right cognition to the contrary’ is the cognition in the form 
‘Ido not know the thing’ which appears when actually the thing is not 
present, and hence ts not eognised. The idea underlying this threefold 
division is that these are the only possible alternatives with regard to a thing 
which though sought to be known, is not rightly cognized. 

It may however be pointed out that when the thing is actually known 
(which is what is meant by cognition taking placa), the cognition ‘T do not 
know’ cannot be ‘right’; and hence the third item in the above is not quite 
properly introduced. And it appears that the author, wishing to exhaust all 
casea of non-right cognition, lost sight of this apparent anomaly : the 
absence of right cognition applies to the first two only ; it 18 the absence of 
cognition that applies to all three. 
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anything sought to be known there is an absence of untrue 
cognition (in the form of either doubt or wrong conception) and 
of contrary cognition, this abseuce implies that the thing is rightly 
cogaised,—the absence of wrong cognition being invariably 
concomitant, in such cases, with right cognition, Were this 
hot 80, even that man whose desire to know is not hampered 
in any way would only have a cognition pertaining to the 
negation of that thing (é.¢, only doubtful or wrong cogni- 
tion),—a cognition which would have for its invariable con- 
comitant the absence of the cognisability of that thing,—#, «., 
which would imply that the thing is not known®. For these 
reasons, the Cognition must be held to be proved by the 
consciousness of it that all men have (i. é., it is llumined or 
proved by itself), 

(67). To this, the Natyayika raises the following objection : 
—*The fact that Cognitions are free from doubt and error is 
due (not to their being sel f-illwmined and self-proved, but) to their 
being regularly followed by a ‘ representative (or secondary) cog- 
nition’ (anuvyarasaya)t.” This is not so, we reply. For where 
the existence and cognisability of that ‘ secondary cognition’ are 
not admitted (and they are actually not admitted by some philo- 
sophers, . g. the Bauddhas), there, in case of enquiry, it would 
be difficult to prevent doubt from attaching itself to the whole 
cognitional process,—such doubt beginning with the ‘secondary 
cognition’ itself which refers to the thinking Self (‘Zam that 
which possesses the knowledge of the jar’) and extending down 
to the object of the simple cognition (the jar, for instance) (which 
cognition itself is the object of the anubyavasaya or secondary 
cognition), For where there is a doubt regarding that for which 
the object is (7. ¢. the cognition, simple or secondary), there is a 
doubt with regar/l to the object also, And if, on the anuryavasaya- 
theory, it were assumed that each cognition is invariably followed 
the absence af Doubt and Contrary Cognition with regard to a thing Ga 
not imply that the thing is rightly known, then, even cases where there ara 
no obstacles to the right knowledge of a thing, we should have only doubts or 
eontrary cognitions, and this would mean that the thing is not rightly known. 

} According to the Naiyfyika the cognition ‘ this is a jar ' is regularly fol- 
lowed by ® secondary cognition (anavyavastya) in the form ‘T know the jar’; 
and it is this latter cognition which proves or establishes the former one 
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by corroborative ‘ secondary’ cognitions up to three or four stages, 
the chances of doubt remain all the same (for doubt would attach 
‘tself to that corroborative cognition at which we should stop, 
and that donbt would vitiate the whole series). On the other 
hand, on the view of Cognition being self-illumined (and self- 
evidenced), there is no distinction of instrument and object of 
knowledge (since there is no object apart from the Cognition); 
and hence there is no opening for any objections based on such 
distinction ( e.g. that one and the same thing cannot be the 
action and the object of the action at the same tims). On any 
other hypothesis, the very form and character of Cognition could 
not be established ; for if Cognition had to be established through 
something else, we should have to assume an endless series of 
corroborative cognitions. 

(68). But, the Opponent resumes, we do not hold that the 
Cognition itself must necessarily be the object of another cogni- 
tion, but that it is by its mere existence that it accomplishes all 
practical purposes in connection with itself*—and thus where 
could there be any necsssity of making an endless assumption (of 
cognitions)t" ? But this also we disallow. For (in accordance 
with the Nyaya principle that ‘ whatever is is to be known 
through a valid means of knowledge’) unless some valid means of 
knowledge were set forth, what would guarantee the real 
existence of the Cognition on which all those operations are to 
rest? What is there to indicate that the Cognition is real ? 
Why should it not be unreal? 

(69). To this the Logician mekes the following reply :—The 
general character of the cognition as such having been estab- 
lished (by the anuvyavasdya cognition), while there is no valid 
means of knowledge to establish the cognition in its specific 
character, there indeed is nothing to establish the reality (truth) 
of the cognition in this latter aspect ; but, when (as natural) the 
cognizer desires some such proof, it will subsequently he 

® [Ewe read ‘evarthe ryavalarah,’ the meaning would be all practical 
purposes with regard to ils object. 

+The opponent might here be understood to admit the self-lomimousness 
of cognitions ; hut as a matter of fact it is not so; he only regards the mere 
existence of the cognition enough for all practical purposes, and he does not 
touch the matter of the pramana of the cognition. 








Kh, 27, 


a8 Inpian Tuovout : Khandana, 


supplied either by the reality of the activities (to which the 
cognition gives rise), or by some other means (e. g, remem- 
brance)*. But this also we cannot allow. For there would still 
remain the unsettled question ‘ what then guarantees the reality 
of those activities ?’-- and this would again lead to an endless 
series. And if, to avoid this, we were to stop at some link of the 
series, the reality of that link would remain unestablished, and 
this would vitiate the reality of the whole series: a general 
downbreak, extending so far as to disestablish the reality of the 
very thing which is the object of the simple cognition, thus could 
not be avoided. This is what is meant by the assertion (made by 
the Bauddha writer Dharmakirti) that, ‘for him who does not 
accept the Cognition as directly cognised by itself, the cognition 
of the thing cannot be established.’ 


(70). A person who acknowledges the need of valid means 
of knowledge is bound, when basing practical thought and action 
upon the real existence of the jar, to tell ns the means of proof 
of such existence. If he were simply to accept such reality 
without reference to any proof, why should not the contrary (i.e. 
the unreality of the jar) be the true fact ? It therefore is in- 
cumbent on him to show the existence af proofs for the real 
existence of the jar. But then again, a thorough person cannot 
accept the reality of these proofs without further proofs for their 
reality ; in agreement with the axiom that the absence of the 
existence of proofs implies the absence of the existence of the 
thing (the existence of which would be proved by the existence 
of the proofs), Otherwise we should have to admit the reality 
of such things as the ‘ seventh flavour’ (in addition to the sixt 


* The Logician pleads that the anucyavasdya cognition (‘I am cogniaing’) 
may not guarantee the truth of the specific cognition *I eognize the jar,'— it 
being possible that what is cognised as the jar may not bes jar but something 
else,—but it at any rate guarantees the reality of this latter cognition as cogni- 
tion ; the object may beright or wrong, but there js no doubt that the Cogni- 
tion ia there. And subsequently the evident reality of the practical activities to 
which the specific cognition gives rise guarantees the reality of the cognition 
qua specific cognition. Or else, it may be the remembrance of the thing (the 
jar e. g.), which supplies the required conviction. | 

_ >The six favours are—K afu (pungent), dmla (acid), Lavana (saltish), Tikes 
(bitter), Kapaya (astringent), and Madhura (sweet). | 
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which alone are known from experience). It thus is evident that 
he who refuses to accept Cognitions as sel f-evidenced is in an evil 
plight indeed. For if he were to accept the reality of proofs, 
without troubling about the real existence of proofs for the 
reality of the proofs, we might justly call on him to accept at once 
the reality of the jar itself; it would in that case be needless 
to trouble about proofs for such reality. 

(71). The Logician now may attempt to present his case in 
a different way. “ We do not,” he says, “ maintain that in the 
case of every cognition there is an infinite continuous chain of 
cognitions and cognitions of cognitions ; our theory rather is that 
somewhere in that chain there is a cognition which is established 
by a valid means of knowledge ; and that through this cognition 
the entire series of cognitions is validated, (whence there is no 
need of an endless retrogressus of cognitions).” But this ex- 
planation also could be accepted only if, in addition to the cogni- 
tions ‘this is a jar’ and ‘I cognise the jar, we ordinary men 
were conscious of the rise of another cognition, weighted with 
the burden of numerous objects constituted by the whole series 
consisting of the jar and its series of cognitions (while as a 
matter of fact we do not find within ourselves any cognition thus 
burdened). 

(72), And even if some such all-comprehensive cognition 
should be possible for beings with capacities transcending ours 
\e. g. men possessing the gift of so-called * Yoga-perception’), 
that cognition, which would have for its object the cognition 
weighted by all those objects, would again have to be viewed as 
cognised by a further cognition. But for such further cognition 
there is, in the first place, no proof; and in the second place, no 
final Release would be possible in that case*. For no cognition 
(even of the Yogin) could apprehend the entire series of cogni- 
tions, including itself; since this would mean that the cognition 
is self-evidenced (which is just what our opponent denies). This 
reasoning also disposes of the view that, “the last and last but 
one of the series (of the cognitions of the Yogin) mutually appre- 

©The cyclo of birth and rebirth of the Soul, according to the Logician, con- 
tinues so long as the soul remains endowed with any of its specific qualities ; 
and as Cognition is one of such qualities, so long as there would be any cogni- 
tion, the soul would remain bound within the cycle. 
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hend each other"; for if the last cognition apprehended its 
predecessor (of which it itself is, ex hypothesi, an object), it 
would, in apprehending that, at the same time apprehend itself 
(in other words, it would be self-evidenced) 

(73). Nor also have you any proof for the statement that 
the last cognition will be apprehended (not by the cogniser of 
the series himself, but) by another person who will not appre- 
hend the absence of that cognition. For on this hypothesis 
also you will have to assume an endless series of proofs upon 
proofs.® 

(74), Nor may you justify the assumption of an endless 
series of cognitions (each of which has for its object the pre- 
ceding member of the series) by pointing to the infinite series 
which presents itself as soon as we enquire into the causal 
factors of a thing such as a jar, and into the factors of those 
factors, and so on. For the two cases are not parallel. [f 
there were any break in the series constituted by the jar and 
its causes, it would follow that the jar is eternal.t And it 
is on the basis of this presumptive reasoning (arthapatti) 
that we conclude that in the chain of the jar's causal factors 
there is no break (i. ¢., that that chain extends backwards into 
infinity). Ifthe same was the case with Cognition also, (i. e,, if 
there were some presumptive evidence in the character of the 
Cognition, as that, if the ‘ series of cognitions’ were to break at 
any point, then from that point backwards, up to the very be 
ginning of the series, there would be no establishing of any 
cognition at all, and hence the cognition must be accepted ag 
having all cognitions of the series for its object), then, inas- 
much as the particular cognition itself would be included in the 
‘series’ apprehended by it, there would be an apprehension of 





ognition of that other man also would ultimatel have for its proof 
the cognition of some other man, and so on and on ad inginitem. 

{If there were a break or stop in the endless retrogressive series of causal 
factora of any thing, ¢. g., a jar, i. ¢., if we refused to assume further causal 
factors for any particular set of auch factors, then this latter set would have to 
be viewed as uncaused, i,¢, eternal. As such however it would have exer- 
ciged its causal power (the power to Produce its definite effect) from all 
eternity, and from this it would follow that the effect itself, the jar e.9., would 
be eternal, 
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the cognition by itself ; and if (in order to avoid this) the cogni- 
tion were not included in the ‘series,’ then for the apprehension 
of that cognition itself it would be necessary to postulate another 
cognition, and so on and on ad infinitum ; and, if lastly (in order 
to avoid both these contingeacies) it be held that that cognition 
itself is not apprehended, then the non-apprehension of that one 
cognition would gradually mean the non-apprehension of every 
one of the cognitions in the series;* and from this tangle of 
difficulties there would be no escape for you. And further you 
would be open to all the objections that we are going to pomt 
out later on (in karika 35, para 359) in connection with the rela- 
tionship (according to the Logician) among the means of know- 
ledge and their objects. 

(75). Nor can it be maintained, on account of the difficulties 
stated, that cognition does not exist at all; for that which proves 
itself to every one cannot be denied. And, as we shall show 
later on, (karika 26, para, 164) it is just the view of Cognition 
being self-evidenced which frees it from all objections. And 
as that only can be self-established or self-proved which is of 
the nature of prakdsha (light, illumination, intelligence, con- 
sciousness), no attributes whatever that are of the nature of 
non-intelligence (jagatva), (the essence of which is that it depends 
upon something other than itself) cau adhere to self-accomplished 
Cognition. 

(76). 7 Itis for this reason (riz., of cognition not having 
any attribates) that Cognition does not form the object of verbal 
assertions which depend for their functioning on the acknowledg- 
ment of attributes. (There, however, are certain attributes which 





*'The final cognition not being ‘ known,’ the ‘cognition’ preceding it in 
ihe ‘series '—i. ¢. the cognition of which that final cognition would be the 
object,—would not be possible ; as if this cognition existed, the final cognition 
could not be said to benot known. And similarly tracing the series backwards 
step by step, we would find each one of the cognitions in the series to be 
non est. 

+ This is in answer to the question—‘ If the Cognition has no attributes, 
how can we speak of it as ‘ self-evidenced’ ?—sa such an assertion pre-supposes 
the presence of sume attribute?" The sense of the reply is that such assertions 
are figurative, being based upon an indirect imposition of attributes upon 
Cognition which, by its nature, ia without any. 
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are predicated of Cognition in an indirect way—as follows): Eter- 
nality is predicated of iton the ground of its not being limited hy 
time ; it is designated as‘ all-present ' because itis not limited in 
space ; and is spoken of as the ‘ all-self,’ ‘ non-duality’ and so 
forth, on account of its being absolutely free from the limitation 
of any specific characteristics. The acceptance of these attributes 
does not conflict with Cognition being absolutely non-dual: for 
they imply nothing but absence of certain limitations. Our 
view on this point is similar to that of the Bauddha and the 
Prabhakara who hold that ‘absence or negation is nothing 
different from the place where it resides,’ and also to that of 
the Logician himself who holds that mutual negation is nothing 
different from the things between which that relation holds 
good.” Nor can any objection be taken to the negation implied 
in “non-duality,’ on the ground that the counter-entity of this 
negation (i. e. the entity denied, 7. e. duality) has absolutely no 
existence. For the negation here is as legitimate as that of the 
object of an erroneous conception (as when we negate the 
presence of siell-silver, ‘there is no shell-silver in this place,’ 
although that silver has no existence). 

(77). This ‘Cognition ' (or Consciousness or Braliman) is set 
forth by Scripture which stands to it in the relation of a valid 
means of knowledge (pramina). Scripture does not indeed 
directly denote or express it (for, as stated above, self-proved 
Cognition or Consciousness lies outside the sphere of what can 
be declared by words); but it indirectly intimates that it is what 
is meant to be expressed. Hence, although in reality to 
Consciousness the relation of thing denoted and words denoting 
does not apply, it yet is indirectly intimated by the texts of the 
Veda ; and from the point of view of Nescience we therefore may, 
as others (among them the Naiyayikas) do, designate the Veda 
as a valid means of cognizing * Cognition ' (Brahman). We 
however must keep in mind that in reality Cognition is established 
or proved by nothing else but itself, 





*“ According to the Le mutual negation is coextensive with the 
things between which it subsists—and the perception of this negation consists 
in the perception of the things "—Upaskara on Vaishesikastitras [X—i-4 & 8. 
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(To the doctrine that Cognition apprehends itself, it must not 
be objected that a thing cannot at the same time be subject 
and object of action (karman). For of ‘object of action" no 
valid definition can be given.| 


(78). Another objection ig raised against the self-appre- 
hension of Cognitions. “ It is altogether absurd”, our opponent 
says, “to hold that Cognition is self-apprehended ; since the 
relation between anaction and its object is not possible, unless 
the two are different things. For the action, being something 
to be accomplisheil, proceeds from the object; and in this 
sense the object is the cause of the action. A thing truly can- 
not be accomplished by itself; for what constitutes the relation 
of cause and effect is the peculiar fact of one thing being the 
antecedent of the other; and a thing cannot possibly be its 
own antecedent or consequent ; since antecedence, as well as 
consequence, to a certain thing refers to @ point of time that 
‘; not determined by that thing, Hence, if we were to assume 
the existence of the thing at that time, we should lapse into the 
aelf-contradiction of one and the same point of time being 
connected as well as non-connected with the same thing. ” 

(79). This is not so, we reply. We do not acknowledge it 
as an absolute rule that actions are produced by their objects ; 
for clearly, no such relation 18 possible in the case of the cogni- 
tions of things that are yet to come into existence. That the 
object is, in grammatical terminology, called a karaka (i.c. 
literally, the produeer of the action), is due to the fact that in 
some cases the object of the action is found to be productive of 
it? Again, we find the Object of an action defined (1) as that 
which is the sphere of the operation of the instrument, or (2) 
as that which receives the result of the action,—the action itself 
inhering (by samavaya) in something else ; and on the basis of 
either of these definitions we may use the word ‘ object’ without 
any idea of the object being that which produces the action. 

(80), Let us however more closely consider these definitions 
of the Object, the nature of which you say is incompatible with our 





iL. hive: g. in the case of what 1s expressed by the sentence “I know (my) 
self.’ 
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view (of the self-evidencing character of Cognition). The second = 
of the definitions given aboye,—viz : that the Object is that which 
receives the result of the action which itself inheres in something 
else,—is inacceptable, since it applies to the Ablative also (which 
never is Karman). Should you rejoin that that which stands 
in the Ablative case is also an ‘object’; we demur; since in that 
case, instead of ‘ vpiksit parnam patati (the leaf falls from the 
tree, ablative) we might also say vpikyam parnam patati' 
(‘ oritgam' being in the objective case) (while as a matter of fact 
we donot say so). Ifto this you rejoin that it depends on the 
wish of the speaker whether one or the other case be used, and 
that in the sentence quoted the objective case is not used simply 
because the speaker does not wish to use it,—we reply that if an 
objective character really belonged to the Ablative, any speaker 
choosing to use the Accusative (objective) case-ending in place of 
the Ablative one, would be free to do so. The opponent may 
rejoin that it isa traditional convention of Grammarians that the 
Ablative is never to be spoken of as the Objective. But then 
it comes to this that, even though the Ablative is never to be used 
or spoken of as the Objective case, yet, in agreement with your 
definition of the object, you really hold it to be an ‘objective ;’ and 
this would afford an opening for defining the Object as anything. 
And whence, we ask, have you acquired that more than human 
insight that enables you to ascribe to the Ablatiye the objective 
character as defined by you, while yet it never can be used or 
spoken of as ‘objective’? |= The opponent may here restate his 
definition in the following somewhat qualified form :—" the 
object is that which, while not being expressed by an Ablative, 
receives the result of an action inhering in something else, ” 
But this also we cannot accept, for on this definition, we should 
have to regard as transitive (having an object) the verb ‘ rises’ 
in the sentence ‘the river rises’, in as much ag the rising would 
have an object (as defined by you) in the shape of those parts of 
the river bank which receive the result of the action of rising, 








* In the case of whet is expressed by the sentence ‘vrjke%t parpam patati’ 
“the lenf falls from the tree’ (abl. case) the result of the action of falling—which 
inheres in the falling leaf—is received by the tree which is deprived of the leaf. 
Hence, if the definition of ‘ object’ given in the text 19 valid, the tree also is an 
object. 
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in the sense of their being reached by the high water. °If 
instead of the qualifying clause you should insert the clause 
€ which is destructive of the action ',—1. e. if you define the object 
as that which receives such a result of the action inhering in 
something else as puts a stop to the action,—we point out—({L' 
that the objection we have urged on the ground of the sentence 
‘the river rises’ remains as valid as before; [for the connection 
of the water with the higher parts of the bank, which is the 
result of the rising of the river, may be said to put a stop to the 
rising] ;—(2) that no transitive character could in that case belong 
to the root vridh ‘to cut’ T ;—(3) that in that case the verb tyaj 
(as oceurring in sentences like ‘vrikshan tyajatt parnam’, ‘the 
leaf leaves the tree*) could not be regarded as transitive [in as 
much as the result of the action of leaving, 1.e. the separation of 
the leaf from the tree, does not put a stop to the action of leaving] ; 
—and (4) that in the sentence ‘atm@nafi-janami ', ‘I know myself’, 
the atmanam could not be considered as an Object, since there is in 
this case no ‘something else* (in which the action inheres ; the 
Gtman being the object and at the same time that in which the action 
inheres). It might be said that, “im the case of the Self, 
‘otherness’ or ‘diversity’ is introduced by the difference of limiting 
adjuncts (upadhs) ; so that the Self, in so far as conditioned by 
those adjuncts,—viz: the qualities of being a doing and enjoying 
agent, and so on—would be the object of cognition (while the pure 
Self is the cognising subject). ” But although this may be so 
in a certain senset, yet he who knows the real Self certainly would 
cognise it as free from limitations ; and ex hypothesi the Self free 
from limitations cannot be the object of cognition. How, further, 
would you make out the character of the ‘object’ in sentences 
such as ‘pachyate phalam svayamerva ’, ‘the fruit ripens by 
itself’, where the same fruit is both nominative and object, [and 
the action thus does not inhere in something other than the 
object]. Then again, the Logician regards God as omni- 
ecient (and eternal) ; and as His cognitions are eternal, they can 

* This emendatiox will serve to exclude the objective character from the 

+ This root is found in such sentences as ‘erikyam vardhate vardhahih,’ 
‘the wood-cutter cuts the tree. ' 

+ In reality, in this case, the limitations would be the real object. 
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never he put a stop to by their results; and thus your defini- 
tion of the object is not applicable to things known by God. 
For all these reasons we conclude that the term ~ object’ is 
merely a technical term—similar to terms such as ‘nadi,’ ‘eriddha’® 
and the like,—which the Grammarians have devised to account, 
‘ their conventional way, for the formation of words ; anil we 
hence need not pursue the search for a comprehensive definition 
of Object.t We shall deal with further aspects of this question 
in the chapter on‘ Self-apprehension’ forming part of our other 
work ‘ Tshrarabhisandhi,’ 


Section 5, 


(Nor can the theory that Cognition is self-illumined or self- 
evidenced be objected to on the ground that one and the same 
thing cannot be ‘subject’ and ‘object of cognition(vigayin and 
vigaya), We in the first place do not admit this alleged incompati- 
bility of subject and object; and in the second place theoretical 
doubts on this point have no foree against undeniable facts of 
consciousness; neither self-consciousness (the ]-cognition *) nor 
cognition of any object would be possible if vigaya and vigayin 
were necessarily distinct entities We therefore, while being 
at one with the Bauddha as to the undefinability and consequent 
unreality of all that is not cognition and consciousness, hold 
ihat Cognition or Consciousness is completely proved by itaelf.] 





a> | 1 ee 

® Panini uses the term ‘nadi'(which properly means river) to denote all 
feminine bases ending in‘ 7" ; and just aa there can be no definition of * mandi * 
(river) that could apply to all these bases, so in the same there can be no 
definition of ‘ objective’ that would apply to all cases. 

t According to the Vidyasdgari the text here has the following additional 
sentence—" Nor can the objective be defined os that which is the sphere of the 
action of the instrument ; because this definition would apply also to cases 
such as hastena Ramena shorena, where the action of the ‘hand’ falls on the 
‘arrow’. And farther even without a comprehensive definition of the ob- 
ject, we could speak of it as that which, while bringing about an action, is 
the aim of its operation. ” 

This passage however appears too disjointed to be accepted as part of the 
original text; and, moreover, it docs not appear likey that the author, after 
having once said that he considers it useless further to pursue the question 
of definition, should discuss another definition. The paceage probably is a 
marginal gloss which has crept into the text. 
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(81). The Opponent now takes up other ground :—“ If”, he 
saya, ‘ self-illumined Cognition is absolutely non-dual, then, the 
relation between ‘ object’ visaya and‘ snbject' viyayin (i e., the 
Cognition) will not be possible. For to be visayin—literally, 
‘that which has an object '—means to he related to an object; 
and no relation (or connectian) can subsist without some kind of 
difference ; for where there is no cognition of difference between 
the things related, the cognition of relation 1s something contrary 
to reason.’ ”” 

(82). This is not so, we reply. That relation which is consti- 
tuted by ‘subject’ and — object’ is not something different from 
the things related ; and even if it were such, we—in order to avoid 
an objectionable infinite regress wor id have to admit the fact of 
that relation ultimately resting in itself.t| And as thus it must 
be admitted that this last cognition of relation 1s accomplished 
without assuming any difference between the relation and the 
things related—and this for the reason that so-called svarupa (or 
svabhiva) relation 1s not bound by the same rules as other kinds 
of relationt,—so in the same manner the relation of ‘ subject’ 
and ‘object’ may be viewed as accomplishing itself without any 





*Tt is generally held that all cognition implies that relation the two terms 
of which are called the ‘ visaya (object) and the ‘ visayin” which may be 
translated as ‘subject,’ although this 1s somewhat misleading ; for the visayin 
‘a not what we understand by the ‘knowing subject,’ but merely the cognition 
(jftina). ‘The objection raised by the NaiySyika against the Vedintin is that if 
‘cognition’ is absolutely non-dual, the distinction between vissya and vissyin 
vanishes, and with it Cognition iteelf, for which such distinction is essential. 

7 Tfthe relation were something really different from the terms of the 
relation, we should have to postulate a further relation connecting the first 
relation with those terms, and so on, in infinitum ; to avoid which infinite regress 
(—and that such regresses must be avoided is general principle of Indian 
philosophical argumentation—) we should haveto stop at some place and 
assume that the Inst relation at which we have arrived is not something 
different from the terms it connects. 

t The meaning is that the case of the vigaya-risayin relation is analogous to 
that of the svaripa (natural) relation 88 conceived by the Logicians themselves. 
In the case of other relations, 04 ¢.9. Samyoga (conjunction of two things in 
space), the relation ig viewed by the Logicians as something additional to, 
other than, the things conjoined. In the case of the svartpa-relation, on the 
other hand,—which exists «.g. between the ground and the absence of the jar, 
as expressed in the judgment there is no jar in this place '—the relation is not 
held to be anything different from its terms 1.¢. the jar and the ground. 


Kh. 37. 
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difference between the things related ; and thus the apprehension 
also of the relation is possible withost any apprehension of 
difference (between subject and object). There surely is nothing 
incongruous in all this. 

(33). Nor must it be argued that if the subject-object-relation 
in the case of self-apprehending cognition were to differ even in 
the least from the subject-object-relation in the case of the jar 
and the cognition of the jar, one of these relations would have 
to be rejected as false.* For the fact is that in the case of the 
jar and the cognition of it, that relation has to be rejected as 
false because they both have a merely illusory existence (are 
figments of Nescience); while in the case of self-evidenced 
Cognition, which is absolutely real, that relation also is absolutely 
real, Hence no fault can be found with the view of the two 
relations not beg of the same kind. 

(84). It however is not really necessary to assume that the 
self-apprehension of Cognition demands that cognition should 
be related to itself either by the relation of action-and-object- 
of-action, or by that of subject-(visayin)-and-object-(visaya,) 
According to you Logicians things are being (sat), through their 
being connected with the ‘Universal’ Being (satta) (which inheres 
in all that is through the so-called samavaya relation); that 
‘Universal’ Being itself however is being through itself ; and this 
resting in itself of Being is not held to constitute an absurdity, 
In the same way we may regard cognitions as self-accomplished 
(without either of the aforesaid relations being appealed to), 

(85). Or, we may view the matter in the light of another 
analogous case. Baluvrihi-compounds of the class called ‘ tad- 
guna-samvijiaina,'} primarily denote something not directly 
| denoted by any of the component words, while at the same time 


° The objection here anticipated is that if the Vedautin does not admit both 
relations to be of the same kind, one of the two must be rejected; and as that 
subsisting between the jar and the cognition of the j jar is found to be real by 
universal experience, it is the self-apprehenssion of the cognition that muat 
be rejected. The Vedtintin, on his part, argues that one of the two must no 
doubt be rejected : but the one so to be rejected ig the relation between the jar 
and the cognition of it. 

7 An example of this class of compounds is lamba-karna (long-so ‘) which 
primarily denotes the ass, while ot the same time it suggests what the com- 

ponent words directly denote, riz. long care. 
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they secondarily denote what is directly denoted by those words. 
Analogously Cognition may be conceived as primarily apprehend- 
ing its object (e.g. a jar), and therein also apprehending itself, 
which in reality is not its object. This theory however, 
declaring as it does that self-apprehension belongs to cogni- 
tions having objects (e. g. a jar)—properly belongs to the Guru 
(Prabhakara), and is not the Vedantic theory of the self-appre- 
hension of Brahman : since in the latter there is no object what- 
ever. We however may reason on the same lines by making 
use of a different analogy: just as in the case of ‘ Kutadi’ (a 
technical term denoting a number of words among which ‘ Kuta’ 
is the first), the compound (Kutadi) applies to what is not its 
object (i. ¢. is not directly denoted by the term), so Cognition 
also, in the state of Nescience* apprehends itself—although this 
‘Self’ is not really its object. 

(86). Although therefore our theory of the Self-apprehension 
of Cognition is on several points in disagreement with ordinary 
experience (where the relations of action and object of action, and 
subject and object always imply difference), yet ' Presumption’ 
(anyathanupapattih), being shown fully to prove such apprehen- 
sion, obliges us to accept the theory together with those 
discrepancies. Thisis as follows: We have to give up the notion, 
suggested by ordinary experience, that the Cogniser is something 
different from the thing cognised, since otherwise the cognition 
of the I, (where the subject and the object of cognition are one) 
could not be accounted for. Similarly we have to abandon the 
view of the thing cognised being different from the cognition ; 
because otherwise the consciousness ‘I know’ (where the cog- 
nition is also the object cognised) would not be possible. The 
means of proof relied on in the above instances which is 
technically called ‘ presumption ', being stronger than any other 
means of proof, would refute even a hundred arguments based 
on facts of ordinary experience. We have on this point the 
following authoritative enunciation (by Kumiarila Bhatta, Tantra- 
Varttika II. 1. 5): ‘ Ever so many things not directly experienced 

have to be asswmed when there is a valid means of proof for them." 

* This qualfying clause is added to guard against the objection that even 
such Self-apprehension of the Cognition as here 1s set forth, involves duality 
which is not acceptable to the Vedintin. 
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(87). Thus then, when we have Presumption to prove a 
certain thing, it crushes under foot all discrepancies with 
ordinary experience; for it is the strongest of all means of 
proof, (6) 

You then must either provide some other explanation of the 
fact on which the said ‘Presumption’ relies, or give up your 
obstinate clinging to mere facts of experience ; for the two can 
no more abide together than light and shade. (7) 

(88). We thus have shown that the self-evidencedness of 
Cognition is something that you yourselves may easily comple- 
hend and accept,—and we have done so by means of lines of 
argumentation fulfilling all the rules of correct reasoning as 
acknowledged by yourselves. As for ourselves, we accept 
Cognition as self-proved and self-accomplished on the sole 
strength of our consciousness. 





(89). The difference between the Bauddha and the Vedan- | 


tin then comes to this:—The Bauddha regards everything, 
without exception, as anirvachaniya, i. ¢. undefinable; as 
Buddha himself has declared in the Latkivatara Sutra (LL 173}— 
“ when we come rationally to examine things, we cannot ascertain 
the nature of anything; hence all things must be declared to 
be undefinable and devoid of any assignable nature or charac- 
ter.’—The Vedantins on the other hand declare that this entire 
Universe, with the exception of Cognition or Consciousness, is 
neither absolutely real nor absolutely unreal. It cannot be 
absolutely real, because this view is beset by difficulties which 
we shall point out later on ; nor can we regard it as absolutely 
unreal, since this would strike at the root of all empirical 
thought, speech and action of intelligent men of the world. 

(90). Our adversary may here taunt us as follows :—“ If you 
are incapable of defining things, you should at once betake your- 
self to proper teachers who will teach you definitions.” But 
this taunt would be justified only if we maintained that this 
undefinability of things depends not on the very nature of things, 
but on the incapacity of the speaker. 

(91). Let our opponent who imagines that he can define 
things come forward with his definitions, He will fail ; for we 
shall at once point out objectjons to each definition he attempts. 
The Logician will perhaps reply that the very objections of 
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VIDYARANYA'S 
VIVARANA-PRAM EYA-SANGRAHA 
Pretiminary Nore. 


The work, a translation of which is here begun is entitled 
‘Vivarana-praméya-satigraha,’ i.¢., “a Summary of the Topics of 
the ‘Elucidation”. ‘The ‘Elucidation,’ the contents of which 
our work claims to exhibit in a comprehensive form, is the 
commentary, by Prakashitman, on the so-called Pafichapadika 
which itself is a commentary on the introductory section of 
Shankaracharya's Commentary on the Vedanta Sitras., The 
latter work, the Pafichapadika and the Vivarana together form 
the most authoritative exposition of that aspect of Vedanta 
theory which is associated with Shatkaracharya’'s name. <A 
translation of the Paiichapadika has been begun by Mt. A. Venis 
‘n the Benares ‘Pandit’, and a translation of the Vivarana 
might, therefore, possibly be considered as what is just now 
most needed to help us toa full understanding of the * Shafikara 
Mata’ But the Safigraha, although a later work, has the 
very great advantage of not being a formal commentary, and 
therefore capable of being read and understood by itself ; while 
the Vivarana imposes upon the reader the exceedingly irksome 
task of constantly referring not to one only but to two previous 
works, the elucidation of which is its avowed object. 

For the convenience of readers who may wish to refer to 
the Sanskrit text, the numbers of the pages in the edition of the 
Vivarana-praméya-saigraha published in the * Vizianagram Sana 
krit Series ' are noted at the due places. 
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VIVARANA-PRAMEYA-SANGRAHA. 
RY 
Vidyaranya (MidhavitehGrya). 
IxTRoDUCTORY VERSES. 

1, The abode of supreme bliss® which shines within the 
lotus of the heart—delighting all living beings here below by a 
mere fraction of itself, and, in a higher state of being, by 
completely absorbing them within itself,— into that holy ascetics 
devoutly enter ! 

2. What is undertaken in this work is a concise exposition of 
the topics treated of in the ‘Elucidation’ (ie, the Vivarana 
composed by Prakaishatman) of the Gloss (tika, i.e., the Paficha- 
padik& composed by Padmapadacharya) on the ‘Commentary ’ 
(ie, Shatkarachirya's great commentary on the Vedanta- 
Stitras); to the end that the student may be sayed the trouble and 
fatigue connected with the reading of such works as stand to 
each other in the relation of texts to be explained and formal 
explanations of such texts. : 

3, And (if the question be asked to what class of readers 
systematic works on the Vedanta address themselves,— we reply 
that) those who, urged by the injunction of the reading of the 
Veda as an absolute duty, have read the Vedanta-texts (ie, the 
Upanisads) and thereupon are troubled by doubts as to their 
purport, are the proper persons to study the Vedanta-sttras 
(im which the teaching of the Upanisads is systematized), the 
Commentary thereon and all further subsidiary works, | 


Stitra 1—Vargaka. (1) 
I. 


[it is an absolute duty incumbent on every Brahmaya to study 
the Veda, He there meets with texts declaring that the cognition 
of the Highest Self is the means to attain to Immortality (Final 
Release—which naturally is the highest aim of man), And other 
texts further declare that, in order to arrive at the cognition of 
the highest Self, it is needful to hear, reflect and meditate upon, 
that Self.] 


® Or ‘the feet of Shatkarinanda’ (the teacher of MidhavRchtrya), 
Viv. 2. 
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® The injunction ‘the Veda is to be read’ is an absolute (nitya) 
injunction of such reading, in agreement with the declarationT 
‘the Veda with its six auxiliary disciplines is to be read and 
understood, as a religions duty, independently of any special 
motive, For if the injunction of such study were one valid 
for him only who desires to attain certain objects, the following 
vicious circle would result—when there is an anderstanding of 
the matter of the Veda there arise certain desires (as being 
capable of being fulfilled through acting in accordance with 
Vedic injunctions); and, on the other hand, when there are 
certain desires in a man's mind, he engages in the study of the 
Veda with its auxiliary disciplines, and thus attains to an 
understanding of the sense of the Veda. We therefore hold 
fast to the view that, what prompts men to the study of the 
Veda together with its auxiliary disciplines is nothing else but 
the force of that absolutely binding injunction of study, and 
that they in this way come to comprehend the sense of the 
Veda. Now, owing to the influence of the maturation of long- 
accumulated religious merit there springs up, here and there, 
in the mind of some individual man, the desire to attain to the 
very highest good of man, and, looking in the Veda for means 
of realizing that good he comes across the following text— For 
the love of the Self everything is dear’; and as this text means 
that everything else is dear only in so far as it subserves the 
Self, he loses his desire for all things other than the Self, and 
thus becomes qualified for ‘the knowledge of the Self’. 

Now a further text, beginning with the words * when the Self 
has been seen heard, reflected on and known, then all this is 
known,’ concludes with the words ‘ this much indeed is [mmor- 
tality.’§ From this the student learns that the ‘seeing ” of the 
Self is a means towards Immortality which itself is the highest 

® A Vedio injunction (widhi) is either absolute, unconditional, permanent 
(nitya}—i.¢,, enjoins a duty which is absolutely binding on an individual man 
or a class of man ; or it is kamya,—1.c., it prescribes a certain course of action 
for him who is desirous of obtaining a certain wish (kama) or end. The 
Jyotigtoma-sacrifice is to be performed by him who desires, on death, to pnas 
into the special heavenly region called Svarga. The study of the Veda, on 
the other hand, is unconditionally incumbent on every Brihmana. 

+ In Pataiijali’s Mahabhagya, 1.1.1, page | Bombay Sans. Series. 

t Brihadaranyaka-U pamigad, (11.4.5). § Ibid. (IV,5.15). 

Viv. 3, 
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object of man, But as ‘seeing’ is something that does not 
depend on the wish and exertion of man and hence cannot be 
enjoined or commanded, the student understands that the clause 
‘the Self is to be seen’ (although an injunction in form, is nota 
genuine injunction, but) is a mere mention of that ‘seeing’ for 
the purpose of enjoining the ‘hearing’ of the texts as the 
principal means through which ‘ seeing‘ is to be attained, along 
with such useful aids as ‘reflecting’ and ‘meditating '—the 
injunction being conveyed by the imperative sentence ‘ the 
Self is to be heard, to be reflected on, to be meditated on.” 
(i.e. what this sentence enjoins, for the accomplishing of the 
‘geaing of the self,’ aa the principal matter (afigin) is hearing, 
towards which reflection and meditation stand in the relation of 
useful subordinate matters (afga)|f 

‘Bitpai.45. 

+The introductory part of the Saigraha which deals with ridhi (injunction,) 
may be passed over by the reader interested in. Vedtinta philosophy, but 
not anxious to enter into the details of Indian gcholastics, The following 
remarks, however, will be usefulto him who may wish to understand why 
this book , no less than other systematic Vedinta works, begins with discus- 
sions of pidhi (injunction). The Vedintins consider the fundamental truths of 
their system to be set forth, or revealed, in one of the two great sections of the 
Veda. By the ‘ Veda‘ itself we have to understand a certain group of literary 
compositions—or, to use a more genuinely Hindu expression—a certain agere- 
gate of sentences or texts (vd/yas)—which are distinguished from all other 
literary works ‘or sggregates of sentences’ by two main citcumstancea—they 
are not of human nor indeed of divine origin, for they are absolutely self 
existent and eternal; and they impart to the hearer truths which cannot be 
attained by any of the ordinary means of true cognition, The body of the 
Veda, no doubt, contains numerous texts or passages which are not original, in 
as much as they merely tell us what is, or may be, known by other means, «. g. 
Parception ; passages ofthis character indeed make up the bulk of the Veda. 
But in the midst of theae passages of secondary importance there appear a 
| limited number of texts or enancistions of primary importance on which the 
~ unique character of the Veda depends, These texts teach man what otherwise 
he could not know at all. And of texts of thia character two different classes 
have to be distinguished. Tho firat class comprises so-called vidhis or 
injunctions, i. ¢. enunciations which, owing to their imperative form, move 
men to certain courses of action, the injunctions themselyes declaring those 
courses of action to lead to certain desirable results ; of this kind is e.g. the 
well-known text ‘Let him who is desirous of the heavenly world perform the 
Jyotisfoma-sacrifics’. The aggregate of such injunctive passages, together 
with secondary texts connected with them in some way or other, constitutes 

Viv, 4, 
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But, an objection is raised, although he who studies the Veda 
with its auxiliary disciplines thereby arrives at an understanding 
of ite literal sense, he will not grasp its real purport without 
further thought; and hence the text quoted can hardly refer 
to that understanding of the Veda which results from mere 
hearing ! Not so, we reply. There are passages in the 


the so-called Karma-kinda, é. ¢,, that section of the Veda which is concerned 
with action, mainly of a ritual kind. The second, and in the opinion of the 
Veduntin infinitely more important, class of Vedic texts does not urge man to 
action, but enunciates certain theoretical truths (more accurately one supreme 
truth, viz., that the individual soul is identical with the universal principle of 
intelligence or thought—Brahman), the result of which is illumination of the 
hearer’s mind—such illumination taking place without any choice or endeavour 
on the hearer’s part; just naa sound eye perceives without effort, and cannot 
choose but perceive, an object placed before it in bright day-light. The 
aggregate of such non-injunctive, purely declaratory or instructive, texta— 
together with a considerable mass of secondary passages of o character merely 
explanatory, illustrative, ete.—conetitutes the Jifina-kiinds, i.¢., that part of 
the Veda which is concerned with knowledge. Roughly speaking that part 
consists of the Upanisada. 

But now it is a patent fact that even the Jitna-kinds of the Veda contains 
numerous enunciations of sn injunctive —imperative or hortatory—form, 
somehow bearing on the cognition of theoretic truth: and this fact has to be 
accounted for without an infringement of the general theory that the insight into 
truth which the Upanisads bring about flashes upon the hearer's mind with a 
suilden irresistible illumination, and that nobody can be ordered to know 
The explanation given is that while knowledge in itself is spontaneous, involun- 
tary, it yet accomplishes itself in the mind of him only who has gone through 
certain preliminary activities—hearing, studying, pondering and the like— 
which do dependl on the will and energy of man, and therefore may ba 
objects of injunction. Wherever therefore we meet in the Upanigads with 
texts which appear to say that man should endeavour to know Brahman, 
we have to understand that what is enjoined there is only those preliminary 
mental operations of which cognition ‘taelf is the spontaneous result. It 
thus remains trae that the knowledge of Brahman is something that can 
be declared, but not enjoined. Nor, in the next place, may it be said 
that we do not require Vedic texta to tell us that in order to apprehend 
the truths enounced in the Upanisads we must study, and ponder the 
meaning of, sacred texts. For the possible modes of learning and studying 
are various, and the originality (the truly Vedie character) of the injunctions 
in question lies therein that they prescribe one certain definite mode of 
study of the sacred texts alone eapable of bringing about the desired 
result, viz., cognition of the identity of the individual with the universal Self, 
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Puranas which clearly set forth that the grasping of the purpert 
is included in the hearing,” 

““ Hearing,’ viz., from scriptural texts, and ‘reflecting’ with 
the help of proving arguments, and ‘ meditating —these are 
the causes of the seeing, i.e., the intuition of the Self, 

(Page 2). Among these several causes, ‘hearing,’—i.e., the 
hearing of all the Vedanta texts from the beloved mouth ofa 
venerated teacher,—consists in the ascertainment of the true 
purport of the texts, help being given by the drift of introduc- 
tory clanses and the like. 

By ‘reflecting’ is meant the repeated turning over in one's 
mind of arguments supporting the meaning of the texts; and 
by ‘meditating’ the steady concentration of the mind in the 
act of ‘ hearing’ as well as ‘ reflecting.’ 

Both meditation and reflection are auxiliary means contri- 
buting towards the general result (viz., the intuition of Brah- 
man); through the former, non-knowledge (of Brahman) is put 
an end to; through the latter, contrary conceptions (such as 
the view of atoms or the like being the cause of the world) are 
utterly destroyed. ‘Hearing’ is superior in importance to both 
‘reflecting * and ‘ meditating ;’ for it stands in a more intimate 
relation towards the origination of knowledge: further off there 
stand ‘refbection’ which excludes other views, and * meditation '; 
while calmness of mind, restraint of the senses, &c., fall under 
the head of * details of procedure, ’ 

‘In the mind of a man, then, who is fortified with all theee 
subsidiary helps, there arises through the action of the word of 
the Veda, a mental modification (xpjtti) of a pure nature 
which has for its object the oneness of the soul and Brahman ; 
and the manifestation, within that mental modification, of the 
universal intelligent principle—self-accomplished and divine 
that it is which constitutes Brahman-cognition, that it is which 
destroys Nescience. 

Through the instrumentality of the sacred word there arises 
a modification, perfect and firm, of the internal organ (manaa) 
® The Purina passages are quoted in the text au proving that the main meang 
of grasping the purport of the Veda is tho ‘hearing’ nf the sacred texta. They 
however extend over other matters also—on which we do not comment in this 
place, because they will be dealt with much more fully in the body of the work. 


Viv. 6, 
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biog has the form of oneness of soul and Brahman; the 

seer’ of that modification is the self-luminous internal Self; 
in so far as manifested therein (in that modification of the 
manas), in its own being, which is Brahman, that Self is called 
‘knowledge of Brahman,’ WNescience is something merely 
illuminated (manifested) by the intelligent Self, and hence exists 
in consciousness only; comparable to the darkness which, in 
day-time, exists in the consciousness of the owl. This non-real 
Nescience and all its effects the serene Self naturally destroys 
by itself ; so that the Self only remains in its full Brahma-nature. 
And that state of cognition which establishes the Self, thus 
remaining and being the sole object of its consciousness, is 
what we call ‘ divine cognition.’ " 





IT. 


[The texts declaring that the highest Self must be heard, 
reflected on, ete., are injunctive (vidhi) im character, and belong 
to the special class of injunctions (technically called ‘defining’ 
injunctions) the object of which is to restrict the agent to one 
of several primvi facie possible courses of action.) 


[Page 3.) But, our opponent argues, even with these explan- 
ations we cannot allow that the hearing of the Veda is something 
that can be enjoined. For if there is an injunction at all, it 
must be one of the three recognised kinds of injunction*—1.¢., it 
must either be an injunction which, like that of the Jyotistoma- 


®The nature of the several vidhia cannot be discussed here at length; 
the differeuce between the three kinds may, however, shortly be stated as 
followa; An apiiroa-vidhi enjoins what, apart from that vidii, is absolutely 
non-setablished (unknown); itis the Vedic injunction only which moves us to 
offer the Jyotistoma-sacrifice in order to attain to the heavenly world. A 
niyama-vidht defines the course of action, in cases where severnl alternatives 
are possible—each of which is partially non-established or unknown, m 50 
far, as without the widhi, other courses of procedure would be equally likely 
to be resorted to, and thus exclude the procedure enjoined by the vidhi, 
The function of a parisahkhyd-vidhi is to restrict the agent to certain lines 
of action out of a number which are all equally established and are not 
mutnally exclusive; as when the Veda lays down that the flesh of five kinds 
of five-nailed animals only is lowfal food; while natural appetite mores man 
to eat the flesh of animals of any kind. 
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sacrifice, establishes something not known through any other 
means of knowledge (apizrva-vidhi) ; or a ‘defining’ or ‘restrictive’ 
injunction (ntyama-vidhi), like that which prescribes that the 
shelling of the rice-grains required for the sacrificial cake is to 
be effected by beating the grains in a mortar (not by removing 
the husks with the finger-nails, which, apart from the special 
defining injunction, would be the natural way of proceeding); or 
else an injunction of exclusion (parisafkiiyi-ridht), such as the 
injunction ‘ five five-nailed animals may be eaten’ (the purport 
of which injunction is to exclude from being used as food, all 
other five-nailed animals), Now the alleged injunction of 
‘hearing’ cannot be of the first kind; for positive and negative 
experience alike prove that the hearing of, reflecting on, ete., the 
Vedanta texts is a means towards the cognition of Brahman: 
which isa result accessible to perception or observation (so 
that no Vedic text is required to enjoin the hearing of the Veda 
as a means of cognizing Brahman), For ordinary experience 
teaches, that in any case the study of a certain branch 
of knowledge is the means towards understanding the matter 
concerned ; he, ¢ g., who studies the standard works on medicine 
apprehends the matters with which that science deals. Nor can 
an injunction of ‘hearing’ the Veda be a socalled niyama- 
ridhi, For there is in this case nothing enabling us to assume 
& non-peresived (transcendental) result to be effected by action 
defined by the ntyama-injunction. It is otherwise in the case 
of the beating of the rice grains; for there the general® sup- 
ersensuous result of the sacrifice (the so-called param@purva) 


®According to the Mimimst-theory of the sacrifice, the sacrifice a8 @ 
whole produces a certain supersensuous result, in the furm of an energy, which, 
in due time, brings about that special fruit or result with a view to which 
the sacrifice was undertaken. When, ¢.g., the actual Soma sacrifice has come 
to an end, there survives that unseen energy or force which Inter on puts the 
performer of the sacrifice in possession of the heavenly world. And this 
general supersensuous result again must be held to be the joint outcome of 
all those minor unseen results which spring from all the particular actions or 
steps of procedure which together constitute the total sacrifice, Thus the 
beating of the rice-graina prescribed by the Veda (as the only valid procedure 
of freeing the grains from their husks) must be supposed to have its own auper- 
sensuous result ; and it is for this reason that the beating is specially prescribed 
(to the exclusion of other methods of shelling the grain). 
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obliges us to assume a supersensuous result, of the beating 
of rice through which that general result is produced. Nor 
may you argue that, in an analogous way, the cognition of 
Brahman also is produced through some such unseen result ; 
for negative experience does not favour this conclusion ;—that 
is to say, we do not observe that where the Vedanta texts 
are learned, etc., the cognition of Brahman does not arise 
merely owing to the imperfection consisting in the fact that 
some unseen result due to some defined course of action is 
absent. And even if the cognition of Brahman were in some 
way due to ‘unseen results’, the interpretatibn of the text 
concerning the learning of the Veda as an injunction would be in 
conflict with Shatikara’s Great Commentary where, under the 
4th Sutra, this view is forcibly impugned. The chief argument 
employed there is that if the Vedanta texts were at the same 
time to enjoin certain activities (e. g., the learning of the Veda) 
and to set forth the nature of Brahman, there would be an 
objectionable ‘split of the sentence’ (valkyabheda)®. Nor, 
again, can the injunction be of the nature of parisatkhya- 
vidhi. For in the case of the injunction of the eating of five 
kinds of animals possessing five nails, the eating of animals 
of any kind—whether having, or not having, five nails— is 
established by some other means (riz., by natural desire which 
prompts men to use for food animals of any kind); and hence 
there is an opening for the ‘ injunction of exclusion’ which en- 
joins that only certain animals should be eaten. The intuition 
of the Self, on the other hand, cannot possibly be attained by 
any other means than the Upanisads (and hence there would 
be nosense in excluding other means). The conclusion there- 
fore ig that the hearing of the Vedais not something that 
ean be enjoined. 

To this we make the following reply: Asa matter of fact, 
defining injunctions (niyama-vidhi) are admitted with regard 
to the study of the Veda in so far as instrumental towards the 
comprehension of active religious duty (dharma), although such 


®At split ' or * ison? of the ins (vahwabheda) occitre wher one 


seutence is made to express two different matters. According to the canons 
of interpretation laid down by the Pairva-Mim‘ime%, recourse to the assump- 
tion of a eakyabheda should be avoided whereever possible, 
Vir. 2. 
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comprehension has results that can be perceived by the senses, 
Now if this is so in the case of the knowledge of outward ro- 
ligious duty, which is not of the nature of direct perception 
and constitutes only a minor good of man, how much more 
reason is there for niyama-injunctions in the case of that 
‘hearing’ which is the means for accomplishing man’s highest 
good,—viz, the direct intuition of Brahman, And if in the case 
of the reading of the Veda, that which makes us assume an 
unseen result due to a niyama is the general unseen result 
of the sacrifice, which can only be produced through such 
nunor unseen-results—we may with equal right assume that 
the cognition of Brahman demands us to assume niyama- 
injunctions with regard to the ‘ hearing’ of the Veda, For 
the intuition of Brahman is just what is produced through all 
unseen results whatever (and thence it would not be wrong to say 
that it is produced by the unseen result produced by the niyama), 
As Smriti says—‘ All work whatever finds its proper termination 
in knowledge’. For this text, in order to preclude the erroneous 
notion of the word ‘all' referring only to such well-known 
works as sacrifices, employs the additional word | whatever’ 
in order to include thereby such activities as ‘ hearing’ also.t 
On any other interpretation (if ‘all’ and ‘ whatever’ were sup- 
posed to mean the same) there would be redundancy of ex- 
pression. And if it be said that in the case of active religious 
duty (such as sacrifices), we are obliged to admit an injunction of 
study, because misfortune is threatened to him who does not study 
in the proper way, e. g, in the passage (Manu-Smriti UI, 168),— 
‘the Brahmana who without having studied the Veda in the proper 
way, labours after other things, falls, even in his present life, to 
the condition of a Shudra, together with his (lescendants,'—we 
reply that the case under discussion does not differ ; for here also 
we have an authoritative text threatening disaster (to him who 
does not do the ‘ hearing’ of the Vedanta-texts)—' the Sannyasin 


* Bhagavadgitt IV. 33. 

7 And thus the Smrjti text declares that the intuition of Brahman is produo- 
ed, not only by such ' unseen results’ as spring from sacrificial action, but also 
by auch other ‘ unseen reaults’ ms that due to the ! hesring’, ete, of the sacred 
vidia of * hearing’, 

















Viv, 10, 


Insoworrve cnaracrer or Vedanta Texts. 51 


who, having abandoned all works of permanent obligation, lives 
without hearing the Veddnta-texts, doubtless falls into sin." 

But, our adversary objects, that ‘hearing,’ * reflecting, ' etc., 
are means towards the cognition of Brahman, can be established 
neither by positive nor negative instances, since Brahman 
free from all difference is to be known through the Vedanta 
texts only; how then can the text, in quéstion, be proved to be 
a defining injunction? (the conditions of the ease excluding 
the possibility of defining, for which there is room only when 
there are more means than one). 

This objection also, we reply, is without force. In the case 
of (the stock-example of defining injunctions, viz.,) “he beats 
the rice-grains,’ there is nothing to establish the use of the 
finger nails or the like as means of unhusking the rice-grains, 
which are to bring about the ‘unseen result; simee such 
rice-grains are known from Seripture only ; and yet we admit 
of the express defining injunction telling us to beat them. 
In the same way, there may be a defining injunction of the 
Hearing of Scripture, although there is no other alternative 
means of comprehending Scripture. “ But,” our adversary 
resumes, “ in the case of the rice-grains there is occasion for the 
special defining injunction of beating, since the other means of 
unhusking have a preliminary locus standi with regard to grains 
in general (of which the sacrificial grains are only a species).” 
Well, we reply, in the case under discussion also there Is room 
for the injunction of Hearing the Veda, considering that there 
are many different means towards the knowledge of things in 
general (of which knowledge the ‘cognition of Brahman’ is only 
a special case). * Let it then be said that the injunction of the 
beating of the rice-grains really is an injunction establishing some- 
thing altogether new (an apurva-vidhi), but is on account of its 
practical effect spoken of asa defining injunction!” Then, 
we reply, the same will hold good with regard to the injunction 
of Hearing! Nor will this imply a contradiction of what the 
Bhasya says (as the opponent had urged above); for what 1s 
denied there is only the injunction of the Self being seen, not 
that of its being heard. According to the principle ‘ that the root 
and the alfix of a verb conjointly siguify principally what the 
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alix denotes’, in the sentence ‘ the Self is to be seen’ (drastavyah), 
the word ‘dragtavyah’ would express principally the injunctive 
force which belongs to the affix ‘ tavya,' while * seeing '—which 
is denoted by the root-clement of ‘ dragtaryah'—would oceupy a 
secondary subordinate position ; and hence the Self or Brahman 
—which in the sentence quoted occupies the position of a 
mere determination of ‘seeing’ (of which it is the object)— 
would all the more be reduced to a subordinate place. The 
result of this would be that Brahman could not be viewed as 
the principal object which the Vedanta texts aim at establishing. 
This difficulty is removed if—with the Bhasya—we view 
the seeing of Brahman as the principal thing,—i. ¢., as the 
final result of what Scripture enjoins,—for the accomplish- 
ment of which the Hearing of the Self is enjoined as a mere 
means. 

As to the objection raised above that, if the Vedanta texts 
were at the same time to set forth Brahman and to convey an 
injunction, this would imply an objectionable syntactical split— 
is this objection, we ask, urged by one of ourselves (i.e, the 
Vedantins) or by the Mimimsaka? The former has no right 
to urge this objection; for the Vedantins also assume that 
the sentence ‘they desire to know Brahman by means of the 
sacrifice ' enjoins the sacrifice as a means of knowing Brahman, 
although this interpretation implies a syntactical split (the 
sentence thus interpreted meaning ‘cognize Brahman’ and 
' effect this by means of the sacrifice’), Nor, in the second 
place, can the objection be rightly urged by the Mimamsaka. 
For in that section of the Veda which treats of the Preta@gni- 
hotra we have at first the clause ‘he is to walk holding the fuel 
below (the handle of the sacrificial ladle)’, which enjoins the 
holding below of the fuel; and after this we have the clause, 
‘for he holds it above for the gods.’ Now here the decision 
of the Mimamsakas* is that this latter clause must be taken as 
enjorning the holding above of the fuel in the case of oblations 
made to the gods, although the clause stands in a section not 
treating of those latter oblations (but concerned with an oblation 
* Mim. Sitras I1J-4. This Satra is not commented upon by Shabara Syimin 
(See Bibl. Ind. edition I, p. 316); reasons for which omission are given in 
the Tantra-Virttika (Henares Sanskrit Series Edition, pp, 920-22). 
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to the pitris).® It might be urged that one section of the 
Mimamsakas, viz., the followers of Prabhakara do not accept 
this view as to the interpretation of the passage quoted (and 
that, hence, to them it is open to raise the objection as to 
: syntactical split’ against the Vedantins). But in that case we 
point out another head of discussion where the Prabhakaras also 
admit a ‘syntactical split’: In the section on the Darshaptr- 
namasa sacrifice we have the clause ‘the observances should 
be kept up for three nights,’ and this clause the Prabhaikara 
also accepts as an injunction of observances for a woman in her 
courses} Considering these cases of admitted ‘syntactical 
split’ what harm can there be in allowing that the ‘hearing’ 
of the Veda is enjoined in a section which mainly treats of the 
cognition of Brahman ? 





[Page 5.) You perhaps will deny*the analogy, on the ground 
that in the case of the text referring to the ‘observances’ there 
is no possibility of connecting these observances with the matter 
of the section in which they occur, aud that hence we have no 
choice but to accept a syntactical split; while in the text as 
to the ‘ hearing of the Veda' the affix *tavya’ (in ‘ shrotavyah,’ 
so far translated by ‘is to be heard’) may very well be taken, in 
the context in which it stands, as denoting capability (the clause 
‘atma shrotaryah’ then meaning ‘the Self is capable of being 
heard’), so that a recourse to ‘syntactical split’ would not be 
justified, In that case, we reply, we point to the textt — 
‘hence the Bralhmana having fully attained learning should 
seek to stand firm in strength (viz, of reflection); and having 
fully attained learning and strength he should become a 
Muni '—as enjoining ‘hearing’ and the rest--a text which 
does not stand under any specific heading and therefore is not 
open to the objections stated above. For although this text does 
not at first sight convey the idea of ‘hearing the Veda’ &c., 
yet on more careful consideration we find that it does enjoin 

©The point of the reasoning is that the Mim&msakas declare the second clause 
(upari hi devebhyah, ete.) to be, not an anurada, but an injunction, although 
on this view a takyabheda has to be admitted. 

+And this apparently implies vahyabheda. We are not in a position to 
give details as to the interpretation of this text according to the Prabhtkaras. 

+ Brik. Up. WL 5. 1. 
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‘hearing’ and the connected mental operations. Nor can this 
our view of that text be charged with not being the traditional 
one; for the author of the Vedanta-Sutras himself (in TI, 4.47 ), 
taking it for granted that the words ‘ panditya, ' ( ‘learning,’) 
and *bilya ‘ (‘strength ")imply the injunction of ‘hearing’ and 
‘reflecting’, explains the concluding clause ‘ atha munih’ as 
enjoining * silence ' ¢. ¢. meditation. 

But even if this be so, our opponent resumes, my main con- 
tention remains valid ; viz., that the particular text ‘the Self is 
to be heard * with which the student meets in the sacred texts 
read by him, cannot be an injunction of ‘hearing’ ! Not 
so, we reply. An authoritative grammatical rule teaches that 
the suflix tarya expresses injunction also (not only capability), 
Moreover in the case of other Vedic texts also—such as 
‘seek to know that’*, which appears along with many other 
sentences occurring in the same context,—we have necessari- 
ly to admit injunctions of ‘ hearing," in spite of such atlmis- 
sion implying ‘syntactical splits’; and hence there really is 
no reason why you should be dissatislied with our explanation 
of the sentence ‘the Self is to be heard.’ Nor may you raise 
an objection on the ground that there would be a needless 
repetition if we had two injunctions of ‘ hearing’ in one and the 
same alakia of the Veda (the two texts ‘ the Self is to be heard ' 
and ‘having fully attained learning’ both oceurring in the 
Brihadaranyaka). For the two texts differ in so far as one is a 
pure injunction, while the other states come details with reference 
to the injunction. Or else, we may consider the case of the 
two injunctions of ‘hearing’ as analogous to that of the tivo 
Maitreyi-Brahmanas (also met with in one and the same book, 
viz. the Brihada@ranyaka) one of which is a recapitulation of the 
other—so that there is no idle repetition. All which proves that 
the text ‘the Self is to be heard' may be taken as an injunction 
(viz., a defining injunction) of the ‘hearing ' of the Self. 





* Taitti, Up. T-1, 1, 
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[In order fully to carry out what is implied in the texts 
enjoming the * hearing,’ etc., of the Self, a systematic enquiry 
into the purport of all the Vedanta texts must be undertaken. 
And this was the task proposed to himself by Badarfyana the 
author of the Vedanta Sttras, The first stitra properly inter- 
preted means that in order to attain to final Release a man 
must make a thorough investigation of the meaning of the 
Vedanta texts: from this there will result cognition of the 
highest Self or Brahman, and from that again there will result 
Release, | 





*As declared in the Purana passages quoted above, we have 
to understand by the ‘hearing’ of the Vedanta texts in its 
full sense the determination of the purport of those texts, which 
results from a ripe consideration of them, with the help of the 
various means of interpretation such as ‘the drift of introdue- 
tory clauses’, ete. We may then otherwise say that he who has 


"The exposition of Vedanta doctrine proper may be sail to begin at this 
place; although the reader interested in Philosophy will now find himaelf 
hampered by a further complication. The fact is that to the Vedantin 
philosophic truth is inextricably bound up, in the first place with that section 
of the Veda which deals with ‘knowledge,’ i-2., the Upanigads ; and in the second 
place with the sc-called Vediinta Sitras +. ¢., a body of concise aphorisms, 
ascribed to the Risi Budartyans, in which the teaching of the Upanigada 
is systematized. The consequence of this view is that in all Vedtnta books 
genuine philosophical reasoning is constantly interrupted by appeals, firstly 
to the textof the Upanisads, and secondly to the Vediinta-Sitras—a quotation 
frequently taking the place of an argument. What the author tries to establish 
in the present section is that the central tenet of the Vedinta—z, ¢,, that all that 
prevents the individual soul from realizing its true nature, viz,, its identity 
with Brahman, is a mere unreal figment of Nescience which may at once be 
destroyed by true knowledge—is, if not explicitly enounced, at any rate implied 
in the very first of the Sitras already. The Sttras are so concise, and fre- 
quently enigmatic, in expression that many of them admit of most diverse 
interpretations; and it of course isa well-known fact that essentially diflering 
theories appeal to the Sitras—no less than to the Upanisads—in confirmation 
of their tenets. ‘The unbiassed student will, in this place, hardly ese his way to 
accepting our author's view of the implied meaning of the first aphorism. 
And he may comfort himself with the reflection that, in refusing to follow 
our author's lead, he ia not an ‘inoovator’; for his attitude in no way differs 
from that of many Hindu authorities of high standing and competence. 
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renounced all desire for other things, and thus become 
preliminarily qualified for the cognition of the Self, should 
undertake a full consideration of the Vedinta-texts to the end 
of attaining to that intuition of the Self which is a nieans of 
Immortality. But when a man has thus studied the Veda 
and, in a general way, apprehended its meaning, doubts will 
begin to present themselves to his mind :—Is the mere absence 
of desire for wordly objects a syfficient qualification for the 
cognition of the Self, or are there other qualifications also? 
What are the means to cognize those qualifications and the 
nature of him who possesses them? Is the method of the 
enquiry into the meaning of the Vedanta texts already settled 
by the method of the enquiry into practical religious duty or 
not? or, how is the meaning of those texts to be enquired into? 
What is the true nature of the Self? What means are 
there to cognise it? Are those means in conflict with 
something else, or not? Has the knowledge of the true 
nature of the Self to be combined with meritorious works, in order 
toact as a means of Immortality ; or has it that power by itself? 
And in the latter case, what proof is there for its having that 
power ? Of what nature is Immortality and what proof is there for 
it ?—All these and other similar questions and doubts demand to 
be solved by various arguments and lines of reasoning, 

[Page 6.] Now it was the intention of the reverend teacher 
Badarayana, animated as he was by supreme compassion for 
suffering man, to set forth all those arguments in a body af 
concise aphorisms, Accordingly, in order rationally to determine 
the full meaning of the injunction conveyed by the text ‘ the 
Self is to be heard’—with its threefold reference to the object of 
the injunction, its result, and the qualified person to whom it is 
addressed—he in his first Siitra, ‘now therefore the enquiry 
into Brahman ’, declares the need of an enquiry into the meaning 
of that injunction,—such need being indeed the prompting 
cause of the setting forth of the entire body of doctrine intro 
duced by that Sttra, The word ‘now’ in this first Sittra points 
to the person qualified for the enquiry about to be undertaken, 
i¢., him who, in accordance with the text ‘for the love of the 
Self, dcc,’, can lay claim to such qualification, in so far as possessing 
the four preliminary spiritual conditions of success which may 
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be comprised under the term ‘absence of desire for wordly 
objects’ (viraktt), The word therefore intimates the reason 
of the enquiry about to be made—that reason being what is 
declared by the text, ‘there is no hope of Immortality by 
wealth,’® viz., that Immortality is not to be attained by works of 
any kind, either wordly or enjoined by the Veds. And the 
compound word ‘enquiry-into-Brahman, finally, intimates 
what is expressed by the Vedanta-text ‘ when the Self has been 
seen, heard’ ete., vis., that to the end of attaining to that 
‘ntuition of Brahman which is the means of Immortality, ‘hearing’ 
—which implies a full consideration of the Vedanta texts—has 
to be undertaken, 

But, our opponent asks, is this first Satra to be understood 
enjoining something, or merely as making a statement about 
something already established (t.¢., already known through other 
means of knowledge)? The former alternative cannot be ac- 
cepted since the Sutra exhibits none of those verbal forms 
(imperative, gerundive, ete.), which express command or injune- 
tion. And, on the latter alternative, the Sutra would not possess 
any motive force, and hence could not be taken as conveying the 
injunction of * hearing. This objection is unfounded, we 
reply. For, as a matter of fact, we have to supply in the Satra a 
word with injunctive force viz., * (is) to-be-made’ (so that the 
complete Stitra would run as follows : ‘ Now therefore the enquiry- 
into-Brahman is to be made.’) And if to this you object that,— 
since cognition and desire depend on their objects (in the presence 
of which they spontaneously arise, and hence are not things 
which a man can be ordered to do)—the word jijrasa (which so 
far has been translated ‘enquiry’ but which literally means 
‘ desire-to-know ’) does not properly connect itself with the word 
supplied (viz., ‘ has-to-he-done.'); we reply that, just for this 
reason the word ‘desire-to-know' must be taken to denote, by 
implication, consideration or enquiry (vich@ra) which is some- 
thing that can be done (if the agent so wills, and to which 
therefore he can be urged.) The necessary connexion of enquiry 
with the desire-to-know can easily be established, the case being 
one of those where one thing or term is ‘grasped tight as 
with pincers’ between two others: Iational consideration or 
| ® Bri. Up. IL 4.1. 
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enquiry is ‘ grasped tight’ between desire and cognition ; for at 
first there is the desire to know ; this inevitably leads to enquiry ; 
and from this there originates knowledge. Nor must it he 
objected to this that, if we take the term ‘ desire-to-know-Brah- 
man’ to denote by implication ‘ enquiry into Braluman’, then the 
Sitra would indeed establish that reference to the object 
which is termed ‘enquiry’, but not that reference to the 
result of enquiry which is termed ‘knowledge of Brahman’, For 
the ‘implication’ (or ‘indication’, lakgan@) is, in this case, of the 
kind ‘which does not abandon the original sense of the word’; 
i.e. jiynasa while indicating ‘enquiry’, does not cease directly to 
denote ‘knowledge’, It is because otherwise it could not origi- 
nate the cognition of Brahman that enquiry must be held to 
have the Vedanta texts for its object; for we do not observe 
that men enquiring into other matters attain to that supreme 
cognition. And that the cognition of Brahman is the means of 
bringing about final release (moksa, i. e. that result’ which 
hitherto has been spoken up as ‘Immortality’) is proved thereby 
that otherwise such cognition would not have the character of 
the desired result, For what is desired by men qualified for 
entering on a line of action is the result, and in the case under 
consideration men qualified by possessing the four spiritual 
prerequisites desire nothing else but the total destruction of all 
pain and the enjoyment of supreme bliss, and the means to ac- 
complish those ends, And as the knowledge of the highest 
Iteality (t.¢. Brahman) cannot in itself be the destruction of pain 
and the attainment of bliss, it can only be the means to accom- 
plish those ends, 

The full meaning of the first Stitra therefore is as follows:— 
‘He who is in possession of the four spiritual prerequisites must, 
since final Release is not to be attained through works, enter ona 
full enquiry into the meaning of the Vedanta texts, in order 
thereby to attain to that which is the means of final release, viz., 
the cognition of Brahman’, The Stitra thus expresses in a suc- 
cinct form the whole purport of the Scriptural text, 

[Page7.] That the need of an eng uiry into the meaning of the 
Vedanta texts is the reason why the system of doctrine set forth 
in the Vedanta Sitras is undertaken js proved by positive and 
negative experience. For we observe in the case of the 
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Jyotistoma sacrifice and similar activities, that men act when 
urged by an injunction with its three terms (object, result, person 
qualified) ; and, on the other hand, we observe that they do not 
act when some utterance addressed to them has no injunctive 
character (but isa mere statement of matter of fact), as when 
they are told that * the earth consists of seven dvipas (continents), 
This necessity of undertaking an enquiry into the Vedanta 
texts—which constitutes the reason for the setting forth of the 
systematic body of doctrine embodied in the Vedanta Sitras—the 
first Sutra may be viewed as setting forth im the following tech- 
nical form (implied in the Sitra):—* The systematic body of doc- 
trine in question must be begun because it has a possible object 
and a possible aim ; just as, for example, the action of ploughing 
a field. Nor must it be objected that since the Stitra does not 
directly mention such an object and aim, these two factors cannot 
be considered as established by it. For although not directly 
named the two are implied im, or suggested by, the Stitra ; and * sug- 
gestion’, or implication, so far from being a defect must rather be 
viewed as constituting a positive beauty of a Stra. The ‘object: 
(visaya) of the Vedanta texts, the meaning of which is investigated 
from Su. L. 1, 2 (‘that from which there is the origination, etc., of 
this world’) onwards, is the oneness of Braliman and the soul—as 
known from texts such as ‘ this Self indeed ia Brahman’.* And 
this oneness is suggested in the first Siitra itself by means of the 
word ‘ Brahman’ which denotes a Being of absolutely indivisible 
and homogeneous nature, The ‘aim’ (prayojana) on the other 
hand is the cutting short of all pain and the attaining to Brah- 
man—as known from texts such as‘ beyond all grief passes he 
who knows the Self, t and ‘He who knows Brahman reaches 
the Highest.’t Now these two matters are suggested in the Sitra 
in so far as the latter directly refers (by means of the word 
‘brahmajijnasa') to that knowledge of Brahman which is the 
means of the two being accomplished. 





* Bri. Up. I. 5.19. 
+ Chhind. Up. VI. 1.3 
+ Taitti. Up.IE 1.1 
Viv, 19, 
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[The systematic enquiry into the meaning of the Vediinta texts 
which is carried on in the Vedfnta-stitras can have its desired 
result only on the supposition of bondage —the opposite of 

Release—being not something real, but a mere figment af Ne- 

acience : for knowledge can put an end to non-knowledge only, 

The unreal nature of bondage is not indeed directly declared 

but at any rate suggested in the first Satra already.] 

Nor does the Sttra-writer only suggest the object and the 
aim of his enquiry, but he also undertakes implicitly to prove 
them by the wording of the Satra: For the Stitra implies the 
following inference—' The body of doctrine in question has that 
possible object and aim, becanse it 1s antagonistic to bondage 
which is 2 mere thing of Nescience ; in the same way as waking 
consciousness is antagonistic to dream-experience.’ To this it 
roust not be objected that the circumstance of bondage being a 
“mere thing of Nescience is not actually suggested by the Sttra. 
For, as a matter of fact this 1s suggested, in so far, namely, as 
the Stitra implies the view of Bondage being something to be 
put an end to by Knowledge. To explain—In order to prove 
that the cognition of Brahman is a desirable result, the Sitra- 
writer must maintain that such cognition puts an end to all 
pain whatsoever. Now it is nothing else but Bondage, with 
whatever is implied therein, viz., the Self appearing to itself 
as an individual cognizing subject, as a doer of actions, as 
experiencing the fruits of those actions and so forth—which 
ia the seed and root of all pain, and hence pain itself. The 
point then to be considered is whether this Bondage be some- 
thing real or unreal. Now on the former alternative, bondage 
could not be terminated by the cognition of Brahman, There 
indeed are some of ours (i.¢., some Vedantins) who hold that 
knowledge may put an end to real things. But to them we 
address the following question :—Does knowledge of a certain 
thing produce the effect termed cessation in the object of know- 
ledge, or in its substrate? And, on the former alternative, is 
the object which it is supposed to put an end to, the Self in 
so far as implicated in the Samsara (i.e., the phenomenal indivi- 
dual Self); or only the attributes of that Self; or only those 
attributes which are opposed to the Self’s absolute oneness and 
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homoge ,eousness—such as the attribute of being an agent; or, 
lastly, only the attribute of non-knowledge residing in the Self ? 
The three first alternatives are clearly inadmissible; for, to 
‘Jlustrate the matter by an analogous instance, in the case of 
a diverse-coloured fruit, ¢.g., a mango, the cognition of the dark 
green part of it does not put an end either to its object ‘the 
dark part of the fruit}, or the qualities of that part, its taste and 
so on: nor to the qualities opposed to those of the dark part, 
as e.g., the yellow colour of another part of the fruit. The 
fourth alternative, on the other hand, agrees with our view (for 
we also hold that knowledge puts an end to non-knowledge ; 
and this is an unreal object). 

[Page 8.] TE, next, we consider the second main alternative 
‘wiz,, of knowledge producing the effect termed cessation in its 
own substrate, i.¢., in the knowing Self)——we again must ask 
whether that substrate itself is supposed to come to an end ; or 
the qualities belonging to it; or certain attributes belonging 
to the substrate as well as to the object of cognition ? The first 
alternative must be rejected, for it would imply a constant 
momentary perishing of the Self (in each act of cognition). The 
second alternative also is impossible; for, as a matter of fact, 
the qnalities belonging to the Self—religious merit, etc.—are 
not put an end to by the cognition, ¢.g. of a jar. And the third 
alternative also is unacceptable ; for the cognition,* on the part 
of the Self, of its body does not put an end to the connexion of 
Self and body. But, the opponent resumes, the Scriptural 
text ‘Having known him he passes beyond death, 't (where 
Bondage is spoken of as * death,’ i.e. something real) directly 
states that real bondage is putan end to by knowledge. Not 
so, we reply. The text quoted leaves it an entirely open 
question whether that bondage be real or unreal. 

We on our part proceed in a different way: we assume 
bondage to be a mere thing of Nescience, i.¢., something unreal, 
in order thus rationally to justify the declarations made by 
Scripture. And this procedure is not essentially different from 
one adopted by yourself when you assume the so-called supersen- 
suons result of the Jyotistoma and similar sacrifices in order to 

explain thereby what Scripture says as to those sacrifices being 
® Read eaearaa t Svet. Up, III. 8. | 
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means of attaining to the heavenly world. “ But,” the 
opponent will perhaps reply, “ what compels us to assume the 
apurra is the undoubted truth that works such as sacrifices 
which perish as soon as performed cannot by themselves bring 
about results connected with a later time!” Well then, we 
reply, what compels us to view bondage as an unreal thing is 
the undoubted truth that knowledge can put an end to non- 
knowledge only! Nothing therefore remains but to acknow- 
ledge that Bondage isan unreal thing. What the Sittra suggests 
then is that bondage, as being something to be terminated by 
knowledge, is a thing of Nescience. 

But, our opponent resumes, if this is so, the truth that bond- 
dage is a mere thing of Nescience should have been stated by 
the Satra-writer explicitly; for it is this which establishes 
the object of the enquiry (vis., the oneness of the individual and 
the highest Self), and its final end (viz, Release), and thus really 
is the cause of the entire systematic enquiry being undertaken. 
As long as this important truth is not directly stated, the entire 
drift of the enquiry will not be understood ! 

Well, we reply, the Siitra-writer has stated that trath explicitly, 
viz. in the Sittra IL. 3-29. The purport of this Sutra is as follows : 
The Satras immediately preceding had discussed those scriptural 
texts in which the Self is spoken of as departing from the body, 
going to the other world and again returning to this world ; and 
the objection had been raised that with this going and coming the 
doctrine of the Self’s essential omnipresence cannot he recon- 
ciled ; to this the Sitra quoted replies that, owing to an erroneous 
mutual identification® of the Self and the s+called internal 

* We here meet in the text for the first time with the term adhyiisa— 
literally meaning ‘ super-imposition ', and in most cases best rendered by this 
latter term, heavy and scholastic as it may sound, As in what follows many 
pages will be devoted toa discussion of this adhkyaea—on which indeed the 
entire Vedfntic theory ag conceived by Shatkara and his followers turna— 
it would be premature to attempt in this Place a full explanation. We 
here say only so much, that adhyea, in its subjective aspect, is the wrong 
or mistaken identification of ona thing with another, or else the wrong 
attribution to one thing of attributes of another ; in its objective aspect it is the 
process of Avidy® or Mays, the principle of cosmic illusion, ‘ superimposing * 
itself upon things, and thereby deluding the individual mind, We shall elaim 
the liberty of rendering the term in each place according to the exigencies of 
the context, and also of retaining the Sanskrit term wherever convenient. 
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organ (buddhi) there arises in the truly omnipresent Self the 
wrong conception of going and coming—which are attributes of 
the internal organ only—belonging to itself. Scripture makes 
statements based on this wrong conception, in order to guide 
thereby to insight into the true nature of the Self. But then, 
our opponent resumes, in as much as this Sutra speaking of 
‘ erroneous identification’ would form a necessary ‘introduction ' 
ty the whole enquiry, it should have been the first of the whole 
series of Sutras: for the purpose of the ‘introduction’ consists 
in explaining certain details in connection with the main object 
of enquiry which is all along kept in view. Not so, we 
reply. The Siitra-writer applying himself to the task of proving 
acertain theory cannot possibly begin with a Siitra aiming at 
the refutation of objections. He who has to prove something at 
first directly states the matter to be proved, and after that sets 
forth the proving arguments, It therefore is quite in order 
that the first chapter of the Vedanta Siitras should show that 
all the Vedanta texts refer to Brahman, and that only after this 
the refutation of objections—which tends to prove the writer's 
own view—should be undertaken. If the details as to the con- 
nexion of the Vedanta texts with Bralman were not explained 
first, the statement of objections and thei refutation would be 
purportless. 

But, our opponent once more resumes, If wrong super-Linpu- 
sition thus is not mentioned at the outset, the whole systematic 
enquiry really cannot be started, since neither an object nor a 
purpose for it have been established ! Nut 80, we reply, 
We have shown above that the first Sutra, although not directly 
stating wrong super-imposition, at any rate suggests it, and this 
affords a sufficient starting point for the enquiry. 
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[Against the fundamental Vedantic tenet—asserting that the 
bondage of the Soul is due to the mutual ‘ superimposition ' 
(adhyasa), «. 2, erroneous identification, of the Self and the 
Not-Selfi—, the opponent of the Vedantin raises objections, The 
Self and the Not-Self of the Vedantin are of totally contrary 
nature, just as light and darkness are: they hence cannot 
be erroneously identified in their full being; nor can even 
the attributes of either be ascribed to the other. In the case 
of this alleged Adhyasa of Self and Not-Self none of the con- 
ditions which determine the adhyasas of ordinary experience 
are present, | 


[Page 9.] But, an objection is raised, this adhyasa, suggested 
though it be by the sttra, is incapable of rational proof. And 
this we show in the following way: (a) The Self and the Not-self 
cannot, through adhyasa, be identified with each other, since 
they are absolutely destitute of any kind of identity ; just as light 
and darkness are. Nor is the ‘reason’ in this argumentation 
(i.¢., the fact of the two being devoid of any identity) something 
not itself proved (and therefore incapable of functioning as a 
“reason ') ; for we may argue—(h) ‘ the Self and the Not-self are 
destitute of all identity, because they are of contradictory nature ; 
just as light and darkness are,’ And here again the ‘ reason’ is 
not itself non-proven ; for we may argue—({e) ‘the Self and the 
Not-self are of contradictory nature; for they fall within the 
spheres, respectively, of the ideas of the ‘I’ and the ‘ thou’ ; just 
as Devadatta and his opponent.’ To this last inference the 
following objection might possibly be raised: Devadatta 
himself no doubt thinks of the aggregate consisting of his 
own body, sense-organs, ete., as‘I’; but his opponent thinks 
of the same as ‘ thou '; and thus there is no contradiction between 
‘I’ and‘ thou;’ and the reverse holds good of Devadatta’s 
opponent also (who thinks of himself as ‘I’ while Devadatta 
thinks of him as ‘thou.’) Hence the proving instance in the 
last inference (‘just as Devadatta and his opponent’) has no 
proving power. But this objection is ill-founded. What we 
bring forward as a proving instance is not two persons consi- 
dered as the objects of ideas residing in two different minds, 
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but two persons considered as the objects of two ideas residing 
in one and thesame mind. In other words, the proving instance 
is constituted not by the two different aspects, (i.e., Devadatta 
and his opponent, each of whom is ‘I’ to himself, and at the 
eame time ‘thou’ to the other; without this giving rise to any 
contradiction); but by the one combined aspect which is 
constituted by the thought of Devadatta and the thought of 
his opponent (both appearing in the mind of Devadatta himeelf, 
or in that of the opponent). 

Well, the Vedantin may be supposed wo resume, I drop the 
objection as to the invalidity of the ‘reason’ in your inference. 
But I now raise an objection with regard to the ‘ subject’ of your 
inferences, the Self and the Not-self. Are the Self and the Not- 
self of your inferences the Self and Not-self of ordinary thought ? 
or the Self and the Not-self as conceived by the followers of 
Prabhakara® ? or the Self and the Not-self of the Vedintins? 
The first alternative cannot be yours; for in that case the two 
first inferences would only prove what is proved already; 
(i, ¢«, admitted by us also); and the third imference again 
would be in opposition to actual experience. For according to 
ordinary thought the Self is an aggregate of factors, comprising 
the gross body ete., and also consciousness; while stones and 
the like are the Not-self. Now it is not either the oneness, or the 
wrong imputation of oneness, of these two classes of things which 
the Vedantins maintain; and on the other hand, it is not a fact 
that the two are of totally contrary nature. Nor can you maintain 
the second alternative. For the followers of Prabhikara and 
others understand by the Self something in itself non-intel- 
ligent which is the substrate of certain attributes or qualities 
such as knowing, acting, enjoying; while by the Not-self they 
understand the entire apparent world, including sense-organs, 
bodies, inanimate things and soon, Now, in the view of the 
Vedantins itis the organ of egoity (Ahafkara) which is the 
substrate of the attributes of being a knowing subject, &c., 

and this Ahafikira as well as its causal substance, 1. «. 


® The Prabhtkara or Guru (whose followers are the Pribhttkaras) is the 
founder of an important school of Mimfinsakns who—apart from the more 
technical parts of the Mimims® theary—hold distinctive views of their own 
as to the nature of the cognizing Self, the processes of cognition, ete. 
Viv. 25, 
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Nescience, fall both ander the category ‘ Not-self’, Hence your 
reasoning is encountered by the same two objections as above : for 
since the * Self’ and ‘ Not-self’ of the Prabhakaras both fall with- 
in what the Vedantin considers to be ‘ Not-self,’ it is neither the 
adhyasa of the two, nor their identity, which is maintained by 
the Vedantin (and hence the two first of the above inferences 
prove only what the Vedantin does not call into doubt); and the 
two are not of contradictory nature (and hence the third in- 
ference is inadmissibe).* Nor also is the third alternative open 
toyou. For the Vedantins understand by the ‘Self’ that 
which is mere knowledge (intelligence, consciousness), free from 
all fluctuation or instability, and by the ‘Not-Self’ all things 
other than that. In what sense then do you take the reason 
in the (3rd) inference set forth above? Does the inference 
mean that the Self and the Not-self are of contradictory nature 
either because one of them is the object of both ideas — 


* The Vedfntin objects to the two first alternatives on the same grounds, 
The Self and the Not-Self of ordinary consciousness as well as of the Prabhikarns 
sre not really distinct ; for ordinary thought looks upon the Self as comprising the 
body, the sense-organs, etc. also; and the Pratbhitkara views the Self as something 
in itself non-intelligent (just as the body and other material things are) of which 
thought is an attribate only. According to both views therefore there is 
absent that contrariety of nature, between Self and Not-self, without which it 
would have no sense to say that the two are wrongly identified.—Aocording to 
the Pribhikaras the Selfia the knowing, feeling, acting, ete. subject. This 
Yiew ia, of course, rejected by the Vedintins, whose Self is universal non- 
the self-affirmation of an /—falling within the sphere of the Non-real. The 
universal Self becomes an individual self only by its connexion with the so- 
called ‘internal organ’ (antah-karana, manas ete.)}—which itself is one of 
the manifold forms assumed by that unreal illusory principle (termed avidya 
or @jfigna) through the association with which there arises the illusion of 
plorality—of a manifold world constituted by countless individual cognising 
minds and objects of cognition. Universal knowledge irradiates the internal 
organ, and thus there arise determinate individual cognitions, which differ 
according to the special form or modification (rritt:) that the OTZAN assumes or 
undergoes at the time, When assuming the ‘I-modification’, the internal 
organ is called ° ahaikitra * (above translated by ‘organ of egoity’) Tn the 
text the Vediintin maintains (and rightly from his point of view) that what the 
Prabhitkara calls the Self, is not the real Self, but only what the Vedtntins 
call the ahankare (iz. the ahankira in co far as irradiated, and thus raised 
from the sphere of the Unconscious into that of the Consein 
Intelligence.) | 
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viz., of the idea ‘L' and of the idea ‘thou’; or because the 
Self is the object of the ‘Lidea’ and the Not-self the object 
of the ‘ thou-idea’? In the former case you commit the mis- 
take of employing a reason which is not present in the sub- 
ject of the inference (since neither the Self nor the Not-self 
is the object of both those ideas, and the reason is nota ‘ Tea- 
son’ at all), And in the latter case your reasoning is -vitiated 
by the fact that the reason employed 1s not present in the 
subject of the inference in its whole extent ; for some Not-selfs,— 
viz., the body, the sense-organs, the internal organ, the vital 
airs,—are not the object of the ‘ thou-idea a “They may not 
be such in ordinary thought; but they ore such according 
to the philosophic view of the Vedanta which defines the 
‘thou’ as being everything that is (not self-luminous but) 
illumined by the light of intelligence (and such are the 
body, the sense-organs etc.,)" You may be right there, the 
Vedantins reply ; but all the same our objection to your inference 
remairs valid, since according to the Vedantins the Self is nat 
the object of the ‘Lidea’, It thus is evident that your infer- 
ence cannot be established in whatever sense the Self and the 


Not-self are understood. 
[Page 10.] Against all this the opponent (who controverts 


the Vedantic theory of adhyisa) may now be supposed to argue 
as follows:—My reasoning is valid as against the Vedantin, Tt is 
not true that according to the Vedanta the Self is not the object 
of the ‘ Lidea’ ; for although the Self is self-luminous (and hence, 
properly speaking, not the object of any idea), yet since we are 
most clearly aware of it im the organ of egoity, it may itself, im 
a secondary or metaphorical sense, be designated as the object 
of the ‘Lidea.’ Nor can it be urged against me that two 
individual tonsciousnesses, each of which is eonnected with a 
body, although standing towards each other in the relation of 
‘1’ and ‘thou,’ are not really of contradictory nature ; and that 
hence the inference that whatever is denoted by ‘I’ and ° thou’ 
«s of contradictory nature is fallacious. For consciousness 
can never be a ‘thou’in the sense of being that which is 
iiumined by (is the object of) consciousness ; and it is only 
this, philosophical, sense of the term * thou ' with which we are 
here concerned; not the unphilosophical sense in which the 
Viv, 27, 
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term is understood in ordinary life. But, a further objection 
is raised, the reasoning by which you thus undertake to prove 
the essential opposition of the Self and the Not-self proceeds 
after all by means of ideas only, not by means of the things 
themselves ! Well, we then shall argue as follows:—The 
Self and the Not-self are of contrary nature because the former is 
that for which objects exist (visayin), while the latter is the 
object (visaya); just as the eye and colour are, But, it is 
objected to this, we observe that the intelligent Self stands 
to the non-intelligent Not-elf in a certain relation of agree- 
ment, in so far, namely, as the Self establishes the Not-self 
(which is known through the Self only). Now if two things 
are said to be contrary in nature, this means, elther that 
one of them is destructive of the other, or that the two 
are incapable of abiding together—in both of which cases 
they are in complete disagreement or disharmony. The con- 
clusion that the Self and Not-self are contradictory in nature thus 
would be in conflict with immediate experience; and for the 
same reason your proving instance also must be declared to be 
defective (for the eye proves colour, and hence the two cannot be 
of contradictory nature). There is no force in this objection 
also (the antagonist of the Vedantin replies). For what we 
here understand by ‘ contrariety of nature’ is the incapability 
on the part of two things of either being the Self of (i. ¢. be- 
coming identical with) the other—such as e. g. the relation is 
between ‘being’ and ‘ not-being.' “ But if you understand 
‘ contrariety,’ in this sense, how, can you, in the second of of your 
inferences, employ light and darkness as a proving instance ?— 
considering that those two things are well known to be contrary 
to each other in the sense of being incapable of abiding to- 
gether ?”’ Not so, the opponent replies. The fact rather is that 
in a faintly lighted room darkness does abide together with light ; 
for otherwise things would be seen there as distinctly as in 
a locality well lit up. Nor may it be said that the terms 
‘darkness’ and ‘light’ indicate shade (chhaya) and sunlight 
(atapa), which occupy the same space as light and darkness. For 
as a matter of fact we observe different degrees of heat in shade 
which in itself is of oneand the same nature ; and this conclu- 
sively indicates the presence of sunlight of which heat js 
View. 28, 
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a quality; and hence the abiding m one place of brightness 
and shade cannot be denied. And thus even if, carrying the 
assumption of implied meanings one step further, we should 
assume that the terms ‘light’ and ‘darkness’ denote heat and 
coldness—which belong to sunlight and shade as attributes—we 
should have to admit that heat and coldness abide together ; and 
from that it would follow that light and darkness abide together. 
The conclusion is that light and darkness are not capable of 
entering into a relation of identity of the same kind as that 
relation which connects the class-character (the jati or Universal) 
and the individual; it is in this sense that light and darkness 
are of contrary nature. 

But—a further objection is raised against the above reasoning 
of the opponent of adhyasa—in the proving instance of light and 
darkness, what vitiates the proving power of the instance is that 
the two stand to each other in the relation of * existence " and 
‘non-existence ' (the one being the mere negation of the other) * 
For according to the Naiyayikas darkness is nothing but absence 
of light; and according to the followers of Prabhakara it is 
absence of the perception of form and colour, The reply to 
this is that it is not so. + That which has the characteristic of 
being of different kinds according as it is more or less cannot 
possibly be a mere non-existence, And moreover the dark colour 
of darkness proves it to be a substance. * But if darkness is 
a positive entity, how is it that ina brightly illumined place a 
person whose eyes are closed perceives darkness (while there is 
no teal darkness)? What we should expect in this case is 
that the abundant light would completely discard darkness. 
That the two abide together there only where there is a limited 
quantity of light we have remarked above already.” The 
darkness perceived in that case, we reply, is the darkness 

within the sense-organ. Nor is there anything impossible ina 
®Tight and Darkness have been put forward as two thinge of contrary 
nature, incapable of identification. An objection ie here raised on the ground 
that as Darkness is nothing more than the mere privation or negation of Light, 
the two cannot be regarded as twe things,—at any rate, not inthe same way ns 
'Self* and‘ Notenlf." Thos the proving foree of the instance is witinted. 

+ That darkneve (tamas) is not the mere absence of light, but something 
substantial (dravya) is held not only by the Vedtntina, but aleo the Mimimsakas 
of the Bhajta-School, the Stikhyas, and even some of the Naiytyikas, 
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man's apprehending something that is within the organ of sight ; 
for it is a well-known experience that a person whose ears are 
shut apprehends an inward noise. Nor must it be said that the 
assumption of a sense-organ being capable of apprehending 
what is within it would imply that a mar whose eyes are shut 
would perceive such things also as the ointment applied to 
the eye ; for the law for the eye is that with the exception of 
darkness, it perceives coloured things only when it is assisted by 
light. But, a further objection is raised, if darkness were a 
substance, it would not, on the removal of light, arise instantane- 
ously ; for all effected substances originate gradually only br the 
successive formation of atoms, binary, ternary, and so on, Not 
so,wereply. ‘Those who hold all origination to be a mere illusory 
appearance (i.e. the Vedantins) do not allow any such gradual 
origination of substances, but recognise only one cause, viz, 
fundamental Nescience.* Nor do we allow the objection that 
“ darkness cannot he a substance which has colour for its quality, 
for the reason that it is not perceived by touch; just as ether (ia 
not a coloured substance because it is not the object of touch)”. 
Vor you might as well argue that air is not perceived by touch 
because it is devoid of colour: just as etheris, In both cases 
your argumentation would equally be in conflict with actual 
perception. Should it be said that the visual perception admits 
of being accounted for otherwise (than on the ground of darkness 
being a substance with colour for its quality),—vriz,, on the 
ground that what is perceived is the dark blue colour whick 
fictitiously super-imposes itself on the absence of light,—we 
reply that all the same the above inference (‘darkness is not 
acoloured substance because it is not the object of touch") 
remains inconclustve ; for smoke, which decidedly is a coloured 
substance, is not an object of touch for any part of the body but 
the eye. And should this be met by the explanation that the 
quality of touch although actually existing in smoke js not 
manifested (anudbhitta, and hence not perceived),—we may say 

















® The material world, as it appears to our senses, originates, according 
to the Naiyfyikas, by the successive ageregation of the atoms, the ultimate 
constituents of matter, into larger and larger groupa. Accorling to the Vedrntin, 
any given material body arises by an instantaneous modification of the one 
fyndamental substance of all phenomenn—Nescience. 
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with equal justification that the quality of touch exists in dark- 
ness, but only in a non-manifest form. Nor could it be urged 
against this that it is impossible that something actually existing 
should be altogether non-manifest; for we observe that in gold 
as it comes from the mine the quality of brilliancy—whereby 
it iluminess both iteelf and other things—, and the quality of 
warm touch (which both admittedly belong to gold as consisting 
of light)—are altogether non-manifest. It thus appears that 
the view of Darkness being a positive entity is free from all 
objections. But, the antagonist resumes, the same may be 
claimed for the view of darkness being a mere non-existence, 
riz., the privation of light. The circumstance that there are 
different degrees of darkness may be accounted for as depending 
on the different degrees in which the counter-entity of darkness, 
i.e, light, is present; and the dark blue colour actually 
perceived may be explained as super-imposed on the absence 
of light. We are unable, we reply, to admit this. For 
there are special difficulties in the way of Darkness being viewed 
asa mere negation. Is Darkness to be defined as the absence of 
light in general, or of some one light, or of all light? On the 
first and second alternatives it would be difficult to determine 
whether Darkness is the antecedent non-existence of light, * or 
the reciprocal non-existence, or the emergent non-existence ; fori 
a place where there is sun-light there is no perception of Dark- 
ness either before the lighting of a lamp, or after it, or after the 
lamp has been extinguished. And the third alternative would 
imply that Darkness does not depart unless all light whatever 
be brought to bear on it. Nor can Darkness be defined as the 
absence of the perception of colour and form. Fora person 
within the dark inner room of a house perceives at the same 
time the colours and shapes of things outside the room, and 
the darkness within the room. From all this it follows that 
Darkness is not a mere non-existence or privation. And it 
cannot therefore be said that its foree as a proving instance (in 
the inference ‘The Self and the Not-self cannot be identified 
because they are of contrary nature, as light and darkness are *) 
is vitiated by its being a mere negation. webby 
* If Darkness cannot be shown to be any: one of the three kinds of non-existence 
which the NaiySyikas distinguish, it of course cannot be a non-existence at all. 
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All the same, the Vedantin resumes, (against the opponent), 
your fundamental reason for rejecting the Vedantic adhyasa 
—viz,, the circumstance of the Self and the Not-self being alto- 
gether incapable of identification—has no proving force. For in 
the case of error, as exemplified by the cognition ‘ this (thing 
before me) is silver’ two distinct things,—vwiz., a piece of shell 
present to the sense and silver—although really quite incapable 

of identity, are nevertheless cognized as identical. Not so, 
the opponent of the Vedantin replies. To the case quoted by 
you the reason (employed by me to prove the impossibility of 
adhyasa) does not apply, because the capability of identification 
actually exists there. This capability follows from the fact that 
when real silver is perceived, we cognize the real identity of a 
thing present to the sense and of silver (which fact establishes 
the possilility of something present to the sense being viewed 
as silver). Nor may you, the Vedintin, urge that the Self and 
the Not-self also may, in certain cases, be identical; and that 
owing to the possibility of such identity the reason in my infer- 
ence is not established. For the fact is that a true identity of 
those two cannot be established in any case, For which of 
the two following alternatives would you be prepared to 
maintain—that the subject (drastri-Self) identifies itself with 
the object (dpishya)? or that the object identifies itself with 
the subject? On the former alternative, the identity can- 
not, in the first place, be one of essential nature; for in 
the subject which essentially is nothing but pure Intelligence 
there can be no objective element! If there were such an element, 
the alleged identity would not be between the agent (i. ¢. the 
‘seer or Self) and the object of the action (the seen, or Not-self) 
(but only between that objective element, and the object or Not- 
self). If, in the second place, that identity is (not essential but) 
only adventitious (i, ¢. accomplishing itself on certain condi- 
tions only),—tloes, we ask, the subject transform itself into 
something objective, by itself or owing to some extrinsic cause? 
Neither alternative is admissible, as the subject is not something 
made up of parts (and therefore cannot undergo any trans 
formation). To quote an analogous instance, Kither, which is not 
made up of parts, never transforms itself into something male 
up of parts, either by itself or owing to some extrinsic cause. 
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Analogous difficulties beset the second alternative :—riz., the 
object's identifying itself with its counter-entity, the subject. If 
the alleged subjective aspect belonged to the object essentially, 
the objective character of the object would be forfeited. And 
should it be said that the subjective aspect also belongs to the 
object partially only (so that part of it would be object, part 
subject), we shonld have the contradiction of one and the same 
thing being agent (i, ¢. seeing or knowing subject) and object 
af aetion, 1. ¢. thing seen or known. If, on the other hand, the 
subjective aspect of the object is adventitions merely, is the 
object to be viewed as itself transforming itself into Something 
of an intelligent nature, or as receiving within itself the intelli- 
gence of the Self? Not the former certainly! for an effect of 
what is non-intelligent can never be of the nature of intelligence : 
we in no case observe that jars and such like things, which are 
shaped out of non-sentient clay, exhibit the characteristics of 
intelligence. Nor the latter, for the intelligence of the Self is 
essentially present everywhere*, and hence cannot be imparted 
to a thing. As thus we have shown that real identity of the 
Intelligent and the Non-intelligent is quite unproveable, the 
reason on which our second inference rests (1. ¢. the non-capabili- 
ty of those two to become identical) is well established, and 
hence the inference is sound. And as the second inference 
proves the original (first) one, the adhyasa of the Vedantins is 
proved to have no existence. 

Well let it then, the Vedintin resumes, be granted that the two 
substrates themselves are incapable of identity. All the same there 
may be a so-called adhzisa of connexion (samsargadhyasa) ; i. e. 
the qualities or attributes (dharma) of the Self may superimpose 
themselves on the Not-self. And against this it may not be urged 
that the Self as being mere intelligence possesses no attributes ; 
for bliss (€nanda), the consciousness of objects, permanence, etc., 
are its attributes. These so-called attributes, indeed are at 
bottom not attributes, but constitute the very being of the Self, 
but they appear as several owing to the functions of the internal 
organ which acts as the limiting adjunct (to the universal 
absolutely non-differenced Self) and hence may, in a metaphorical 

* Tho universal Tniellicence is present everywhere: it ia the general 
substrate of whatever appears. 

Viv. 33, 
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sense, be termed ‘attributes.’ Nor can it be urged that there can 
be no adhyisa of attributes, independently of their substrates. 
For when, owing to the nearness of the red Hibiscus flower, 
the crystal appears to us as red, we have an adhyasa of a mero 
attribute, (i ¢, we hold the crystal to be red without ident}- 
fying the crystal and the flower’. But this theory also is 
groundless, Attributes cannot possibly be treated as something 
independent, What we perceive in the crystal is not redness 
by itself but redness belonging to the flower which is reflected 
in the crystal. So-called ‘ adhyasa of attributes’ apart form their 
substrates therefore does not exist. And as we thus havo 
disposed of all adhyfsa of things, whether they be substrates 
of attributes or attributes, we have also disposed of cognitional 
adhyasa which does not arise without the adhyasa of things. 
The general conclusion therefore is that adhyasa is something 
not capable of rational proof. 





VI. 

[That of the adhyasa of the Self and the Not-self no satisfac- 
tory rational account can be given, the Vedantin replies, so 
iar from upsetting our theory, fully confirms it, ‘The pheno- 
menal world is a mass of irrationality: it js throughout in- 
explicable, non-definable (anirvachaniya), Hence no objection 
can be taken to the view that that fundamental fact to which 
the whole phenomenal word is due, viz, the adhyfsa of Self 
and Not-self, cannot be rationally explained. We however are 
able to assign a definite causal factor of that adhyisa, wiz. the 
existence of a principle of illusion, termed ‘ Neacience ’ (ajifina, 
‘avidy®) which as a matter of fact, though in an unaccountable 
Way, 18 associated with what constitutes the reality of the 
world, viz, Universal Intelligence.] 


Against this we (Vedintins) now finally reassert the validity 
of our adhydsa theory, as follows :-—Do you, our opponent, on 
the ground of adhyasa being contrary to reason, maintain that it 
is something unreal, or do you mean to deny that there is such a 
thing at all? If the former, there is no cause of disagreement : 
for we Vedantins, who hold the theory of the inexplicability 
(anirvachaniyata) of the apparent world, ourselves teach that 
adhyisa is something unreal and contrary to all reason, We 
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in fact hold the theory of the world’s inexplicability, just 
beecanse the adhyasa of Selfand Not-self is in contradiction to all 
reasoning; otherwise we should have to acknowledge it as 
something real. 

But, our opponent here interposes, we altogether deny 
adhyisa—there is no such thingas the adhyasa of Self and 
Not-self. For there exist no causal or instrumental factors to 
bring about an adhyasa in this case. In the adhyisas of ordinary 
experience—as when a man mistakenly judges ‘this thing 
before me (which in reality is a shell) is silver’; or ‘this thing 
(which in reality isa piece of rope) is a snake,"—the required 
causal factor 1s supplied by the similarity, in point of qualities 
and constituent parts, between the substrates (7.¢. the shell and 
the rope) on the one hand, and that which super-imposes itself 
on them (i.e, the silver and the snake) on the other hand. But 
in the case of the alleged adhyasa of Self and Not-self there is 
no such similarity; for the Self lias neither qualities nor parts. 
Nor may you object to this on the ground that adhyaisa exists 
even Incases where such similarity is absent, as e.g. when 
redness Super-imposes itself upon the crystal. Foras in this 
latter case the error is due to a conditioning adjunct, there is 
no need of similarity. The adjunct there is the red flower close 
by, to which the quality of redness really belongs; it is this 
which is the cause of the appearance of redness in the crystal. 
But why then, the Vedantin asks, should not the organ of 
egoity (ahahkara) which possesses certain qualities « as 
activity, etc., a moreover is in close contact with the Self, 
be acknowledged as that conditioning adjunct owing to 
which activity and other qualities may be super-imposed 
upon the Self? Let us allow, the opponent replies, that attri- 
butes such as activity may super-impose themselves upon the 
Self ; but for the adhyisa upon the Self of substrates of attributes 
—such as the organ of Egoity itself, the body and so on—there 
is no conditioning adjunct; and hence such adhydsa is not 
possible. For similarity also (which otherwise might take the 
place of an upadhi) is absent. 

This also is groundless, the Vedantin replies, The quality 
of smell (odour) has neither attributes nor parts, and yet we 
form judgments—such as ‘the amell of a snake is similar to that 
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of the ketaki-flower’—proving that similarity may rest on the 
mere attribute of odorousness, Analogously similarity between 
the Self and the Not-self may be established on the basis of the 
Self possessing the attribute of being a ‘thing’ (‘that which is 
the meaning of a word'—padiartha, just as the Not-self is). And, 
if to this argument you object on the ground that the Self which 
is nothing but mere intelligence in reality has no attributes 
whatever (not even that of being a padartha), we finally remark 
that after all it is not necessary, in cases of error not due to 
conditioning adjuncts, to insist on similarity as the causal factor 
of the adhyisa. For, as a matter of fact, there are instances of 
such error which do not depend on similarity ; consider e. g. the 
error ‘the shell (which in reality is white) is yellow.’ “ But 
in this case there is present another causal faetor through which 
the error establishes itself,—viz, the effusion in the eye of bile 
caused by jaundice), or some other morbid affection of the 
organ of sight!” Well, we Vedantins reply, in the case of the 
erroneous ideutification of the Self and the Not-self also, there 
exists a causal factor, viz. Nescience | “ But as to this Nesei- 
ence of yours people are not even agreed, whether it be the mere 
absence of knowledge (a mere negation), or some positive entity ; 
would it then not be better to deny adhyasa altogether than to 
assume Nescience as its basis ?” This may not be, we reply. 
Itis simply impossible to deny a beginningless (eternal) entity 
which immediate intuitive knowledge vouches for as something 
that, while depending on the existence of the inward Self, hides 
and obscures the intelligence and bliss of that Self. Were we to 
deny this, we should have to deny the inward Self as well! 

“ But adhyasa being an effect cannot be held to be without a 
beginning !” Not so, we reply, Adhydasa, in the case of the 
Self, means nothing else than the Self’s being connected with the 
attributes of being an agent, having experiences of pleasure and 
pain, being liable to imperfections such as passion and desire, 
and so on. Now the adlhydsa of belng a subject experiencing 
pleasures and pains pre-supposes the adhyasa of being an 
agent; for he only who acts enjoys the fruits of his actions. 
Being an agent, again, pro-supposes the adhyasa of being subject 
to passion and desire; for he who has no desire does nob act. 
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pain ;for desire does not spring up in those who have had no 
such experiences. All these states thus constitute a beginning- 
less chain, comparable to that formed by the seed which 
pre-supposes a plant, which again pre-supposes a seed, and 50 on 
ad infinitum. This reflexion also lisposes of the objection that, 
as adhyasa pre-supposes the consciousness of the world and that 
consciousness on ita part pre-supposes adhyisa, we are reasoning 
‘,acirele. For if, as we assert, adhyasa is without beginning, 
the body, ete., as presented by the retrogreasive chain of previous 
adhyasas cause the subsequent adhyasas through persisting in the 
form of impressions (samskara ; i. e. the impressions left on the 
cognising Self by previous adhyasas give rise to the subsequent 
ones), Nor may it be objected that the body, ete., cannot be 
superimposed upon the Self because they are unreal. For as 
super-imposition can be established by mere consciousness, It 
“< not real existence that determines the super-imposition of 
a thing upon something else.” In erroneous judgments of the 
type of ‘this is silver’ there 1s adhyasa of identity between the 
shell which is real and the silver which is unreal. Nor can it be 
eaid that in the case of two trees which seen from a distance 
appear as one, there is adhyiisa of the identity of two real 
things. For there also an unreal attribute, viz., oneness, 18 
super-imposed ona real substrate, viz., the two trees. Were this 
not so (ie., where it not the unreal only that super-imposes itself), 
it would follow that that identity also which holds good between 
a quality and the substrate of the quality—which are two real 
things—, is something merely ‘super-imposed,’ Although in 
the case of the Self and Not-self the wrongly imagined identity 
is the same, viewed from either side (i.c., the Self is erroneously 
held to be identical with the Not-self, and the Not-self to be 
identical with the Self); yet there is a certain difference, in as 
much as the Self super-imposes itself on the Not-Self not directly 
by itself, but only in the way of (samsarga) (which means that it 
is only the attributes of the Self which super-impose themselves 
on the Not-self), and hence is real; while the Not-self super-im- 
poses itself upon the Self in its entire essential nature (so that 
the entire Not-self is mothing but super-imposition), and henee 1s 














that becanse a certain thing is auper-tmiposed, it must have real existence. 
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unreal, Nor can it be argued that, if there were an identi- 
fication of the Real (‘Self ') and the Unreal (Not-self’) then just 
as in the case of a quality and the thing to whieh it belongs we 
perceive a difference as well as non-difference between them, and 
henee, have the notion ‘the cloth has whiteness,’/—so in the same 
tanner, in the case of the real ‘Self’ and the unreal ' Not-self’ 
(body, &c.) we should have the notion ‘I have the body,’ ‘the 
body is mine,’ and so forth (and not ‘I am the body.) " This 
we say cannot be argued ; for what constitutes adhyasa is that 
either term should be the other in the sense of complete 
oneness. “But should it then not be said that there is an 
adhyasa of oneness rather than of identity ?”" Not so, we 
reply. For after all ordinary thought and speech make a 
distinction expressing itself in forms such as ‘ the body is mine’, 
analogous to the distinction expressing itself in the form ‘the 
eloth has the quality of whiteness,’ “But,” it is objected, 
“adhyasa must invariably be accompanied by non-apprehension 
of difference. And now you admit that ordinary thought and 
speech imply an apprehension of difference between Self and 
Not-self, and such apprehension destroys the non-apprehension 
of difference: hence adhyasa itself is destroyed ! " Not so, 
we reply. That apprehension of difference (which you say 
destroys adhyasa) is not really admitted by us. The fact is that 
ordinary people although verbally acknowledging the difference 
of Self and Not-self—in using forms of expression such as‘ this 
body of mine'—do not really conceive a Self different from the 
bedy unless their minds he illumined by scriptural teaching, 
To their actual thought (which makes no distinction between the 
body and the Self) the term ‘ adhyasa af oneness * may be 
applied, but with a view to their forms of speech it may be 
designated 45 an ‘adhvyisa of identity.’ The use of the term 
‘I’ (as applied by ordinary people equally to the Self and the 
body’ really implies non-difference of Self and Not-self ; on the 
other hand, expressions such as ‘this body of mine’ seem to 
imply the difference of the two. Nor must it be said that 
identity (tadatmya) js neither more nor leas than oneness. 
For by ‘identity ' we have to un(lerstand a relation of two things, 
contradictory to their mutual negation, and at the same time, 
implying difference as well as non-difference ; while ‘oneness’ is 
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simply contradictory to their difference ; the two relations thus 
distinctly differ. The relation of Brahman and the individual 
soul (jiva) also in reality is that of oneness ; but, with a view to 
the difference fictitiously established by Nescience it may be 
spoken of as ‘identity.’ Nor may it be said, that just as Brahman 
and the individual soul are really one, so the oneness of the 
Self and the body also—of which ordinary thought is directly 
conscious—is something real. For two entities which are 
absolutely distinct, in as much as the one is real and the other 
unreal, cannot be one in reality. Their ‘oneness’ therefore is 
something merely super-imposed. 


VIL. 


[Nescience, which is not mere ‘ absence of knowledge’ but a 
positive entity, abides in, or has for its substrate, the Self. ] 


Of this adhyasa the material cause (upadana) is Nescience 
(ajiiina), which has the character of a positive entity (i. ¢., is not 
a mere negation or privation), is without beginning and inex- 
plicable (anirvachaniya). For where such Nescience exists, 
adhyisa arises; where it does not exist, adhyisa does not arise. 
“But,” an objection is raised, “(there is no need of assuming 
Nescience as the cause of adhyfasa; for) the positive and nega- 
tive instances quoted (viz., the rise of adhyasa where there is 
Nescience, and its absence where Nescience is absent) may 
very well be explained on the ground of the absence of the 
knowledge of truth, which knowledge prevents adhyasa.” = Not 
so, we reply. The knowledge of truth is not something that 
can be defined as being a preventive of adhyasa. By a pre- 
yentive thing or factor we understand that which arises in 
antagonism to the production of a certain effect, in cases 
where there is sufficient cause for the production of the 
effect, But the knowledge of truth arises where there is an 
absence of the sufficient causes of adhyasa—such as morbid 
affections of the eye and the like (owing to which a white thing 
appears as yellow, or a piece of shell as silver, and the like.) 
“But all the same, since the knowledge of truth is no.doubt 
antagonistic to adhyisa, the positive and negative instances 
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above stated may be accounted for on the basis of the absence 
of that antagonistic factor (1.¢., the knowledge of truth)!” 
This also wecannot admit. In the case of any effect the firat 
question that arises is that regarding the cause ; after this only 
there arises the question as to the absence of antagonistic factors. 
In aceordance, therefore, with the prirciple that what is inti- 
mately connected has greater force than what is remotely 
connected, it is proper to account for the stated positive and 
negative concomitances on the basis of what is intimately 
connected with them, 1.¢., their material cause. “ But may it 
not be said that, as in the case of emergent non-existence, here 
also there may be no need at all of a material cause ?” The 
cases are not analogous, we reply. We must assign a cause for 
adhyisa on account of the following inference—' Adhyasa has 
a cause because it is a positive entity and at the same time an 
effect ; just as a jar is.’ “ But,’ it is objected, “ the reason in 
this inference has no general proving force, as shown e. g. by the 
instance of the colour which is a quality of a piece of cloth. 
That is a positive entity and also an effected thing ; but it can- 
not possibly have a material cause, For what should be that 
cause? the piece of cloth? or some other substance ? Not the 
former ; for of two things that come into being at the same 
time (as, in the present case, the cloth and its colour), one cannot 
be the material cause of the other ; not any more than one horn 
of a cow is the cause of the other horn, And on the second 
alternative the colour would belong to that other substance, and 
thus cease to be the colour of the cloth.” By no means, we 
reply. Even according to the view of the Naiyiyikas* a substance 
when originating abides without qualities for one moment ; hence, 
as the cloth and its colour do not come into heing together, there 
ig No reason not to accept the cloth as the material cause of the 
colour. On the view of the Vedantins, on the other hand, even 
if the threads (i.e. a substance other than the cloth) are viewed 
as the material cause, the colour would not on that account cease 
to be a quality of the cloth ; for the Vedantins hold cause andl 
effect to be identical. Nor may it be said that, since the adhyasa 








* According to the Naiytyika, the quality of a thing is produced one moment 
after the production of the thing itself, 
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It is my intention to give, in what follows, an account of Indian 
Astronomy and its history, that will be representative as far as 
may be of the present state of our knowledge of the subject. In 
doing so I shall, in the main, follow the outlines of a previous 
work of mine on the same subject—written in German and form- 
ing part of the’ Encyclopedia of Indian Research’ (‘ Grundriss 
der Indo-Arischen Philologie and Alterthumskunde'—edited 
initially by the late Professor G. Buhler and at present by Pro- 
fessor F. Kielhorn); but I shall here deal with the whole subject 
at greater length and with a special view to the requirements of 
Indian readers, A good deal of research has been done in this 
field by scholars in Europe and America, as well as in India; 
eertain results have been established and in other cases interesting 
questions at any rate have been raised ; but the discussions have 
mostly to be looked for in the publications of learned societies 
not all of which are easily accessible, and have in some cases 
been carried on in languages other than English. It therefore 
may appear worth while to attempt a kind of survey of what 
has been acccomplished, and also to direct attention, in due 
places, to what remains to be done. | shall further make it a 
special point to give, as opportunities offer, a full appreciation 
and, wherever it appears to be called for, criticism of the views 
regarding the development of Indian Astronomy held by the 
late lamented Pandit Shatkar Balkyisn Diksit of Poona, whose 
work on the history of Indian Astronomy (Bharatiya Jyotiga 
Shastra, Poona, 1896) is the fullest, and, in many respects most 
important, work that has hitherto appeared on this subject. Mr. 
Diksit's book has unfortunately so far become little known, 
probably owing to the fact that it is written in Marathi; but it 
is a store-house of valuable information and suggestion, and even 
where we are not in a position to aceept them, Mr. Diksit's 
general views are worthy of respect and careful consideration. 

I wish it to be understood that what is here begun is not 
meant as a complete or systematic history of Indian Astronomy, 
but only as a survey of the field, likely to prove useful as an 
introduction to the study of the subject.—QG. Tx. 
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It is well known that the Hindus have been in possession of 
an important body of astronomical knowledge for centuries 
before they came into effective contact with European nations 
and, as also undoubtedly is the case, for centuries before the 
Muhammadans established themselves in India and brought with 
them their own astronomical knowledge and skill which are 
generally acknowledged to rest on the basis of Greek science, 
Broadly characterizing the amount and kind of astronomical 
knowledge in the possession of which the Hindus were found by 
the European nations, we may say that the Indian Jyotisis 
were able to accomplish on the whole as much as the Greek 
astronomers of Alexandria in the first centuries of the Christian 
era. They knew that the earth is a sphere freely suspended in 
space. They had avery accurate knowledge of the lengths of 
the mean revolutions of the planets. They understood to 
calculate the true places of the planets (as distinguished from 
the mean ones), and they were acquainted with the two different 
inequalities of planetary motion which have to be distinguished 
to that end, And like the Greek astronomers, and in fact all 
astronomers previous to Kepler, they employed for the calcu- 
lation of the true places of the heavenly bodies, the hypotheses of 
eccentric circles and epicycles. They were in possession of the 
true theory of lunar and solar eclipses, and hence capable of 
calculating those phenomena beforehand with an at least fair 
amount of accuracy. They employed the same sexagesimal divi- 
sion of the sphere and of time which the modern western nations 
have taken over from the Greeks. They generally carried on 
their caleulations according to certain practical concise rules given 
in astronomical mannals of comparatively recent date, such as the 
Grahalighava (composed in Shaka 1442), and the Tables of Maka- 
randa; but the better informed section of the Jyotisis were 
also fully acquainted with the theory of the subject as contained 
in an important group of earlier writings, viz., the so-called 
astronomical Siddhantas--of which three enjoyed the highest 
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authority and were prevailingly studied, viz, the Stirya Siddhanta, 
the Siddhanta Shiromani, and, in Southern India, the Arya 
Siddhanta. Of these three fundamental works the second one 
was known to have been composed by Bhaskaracharya in the 
twelfth century ; but this astronomer himself acknowledges that 
the elements of his astronomical system were derived from the 
Siddhanta composed by Brahmagupta, a writer of much earlier 
date; and Brahmagupta himself again was held to have estab- 
lished his system on the elements of the Brahma Siddhanta 
supposed to be not the work of a human writer but a divine 
revelation made at some indefinitely early period, The Arya 
Siddhanta was similarly held to rest ultimately on the teaching 
of an ancient [isi ; aud the Surya-Siddhanta finally, the most 
venerated of these works, was viewed as a revelation made to 
men by Sirya, the god of the sun, himself, millions of years ago. 

It is evident that to the modern enquirer when first con- 
fronted by the phenomenon of a fully developed body of astro- 
nomical doctrine claiming to be of Indian growth and to come 
down from remote antiquity, a double task at once proposed 
self. He in the first place had to endeavour fully to sonpoehens 
aud analyze the Indian system so as to determine its intrinsic 
and comparative scientific value; and in the second place he 
had to ask himself the question in what way that system should 
be conceived as having originated. Waiving the alternative of 
a divine revelation made an inmeasurably long time before 
what the modern man views as historical ages, two possible 
modes of origination presented themselves. The Indian system 
either had to be accepted as the outcome of long continued obser- 
vations and theoretical reflection on the part of the Hindus them- 
selves ; and if so, the task was, if possible, to ascertain, the steps 
or stages of this process of scientific development and the period 
through which it extended. Or, on the other hand, it was essen- 
tially nothing more than an adaptation, possibly with more or 
less important modifications and additions, of the astronomical 
knowledge possessed by some other ancient nation. In this 
latter case the problem was to ascertain from what nation, at 
what period, and under what circumstances, the transference of 
astronomical knowledge had accomplished itself. To both of these 
tasks some of the earliest western enquirers into Indian litera- 
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ture and antiquities at once applied themselves. The former 
task indeed presented no excessive difficulties. In the first place 
the great astronomical treatises of the Hindus are written in a 
comparatively easy style, the difficulties springing here and there 
from the terseness of the text are to be overcome by the help af 
many excellent commentaries, and the early investigators were 
able to secure the assistance of competent Pandits. And in the 
second place the astronomical system unfolding itself m the 
pages of the Surya Siddhanta and similar works was after all a 
comparatively simple and primitive one, i. ¢., immeasurably 
less complicated than modern European astronomy, and, if once 
freed from certain peculiarities of exposition which m no 
way touch the essentials of the doctrine, exhibiting a marked 
resemblance to the teaching of the great Greek astronomers. 
Thanks to the labours of such men as Colebrooke, 8. Davis, 
Bentley, J, Warren, Bailly, Delambre and others, the theories 
and processes of Indian Astronomy thus came to be analyzed and 
understood about the end of the 18th and the beginning of the 
19th century already, with an accuracy and completeness which 
has left comparatively little to be accomplished by later research. 

The second task, the historical one as we may call it, thus 
became the more prominent one. Various hypotheses on this 
point were set forth by the earlier enquirers already. The French 
astronomer Bailly was inclined to view the Indian system 
as embodying elements established at a very early period, long 
anterior to the rise of Greek astronomy, J. Bentley, going to the 
other extreme, maintained that the Siddhintas are quite recent 
fabrications, mistakenly, or rather deceitfully, assigned to early 
periods. Others again, struck by the fundamental similarity, 
above referred to, of the Hindu methods and theories to those of 
the Greek astronomers, favoured the view that the Hindu system 
is at any rate posterior to the developed Greek system as for the 
first time fully expounded in the great astronomical treatise of 
Ptolemy (Klaudios Ptolemaios, about 140 A.D.). It is, as may be 
here mentioned at ounce, this latter view which has, in the course 
of the last century, established itself more and more firmly among 
western scholars. But as a thorough investigation of the legiti- 
macy of this view will be the main topic of a later part of this 
work, nothing further need be said about it in the present place. 
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The historical point of view in due course suggested further 
enquiries into the development of Indian astronomy. The seve- 
ral Siddhantas although diverging from each other in details, 
some of which are not unimportant, yet on the whole manifestly 
exhibit a system fundamentlly one and the same; so that we 
are driven to view them as belonging to one and the same stage 
or period of development—at whatever point in general history 
that stage or period may have to be located. But not all 
Indian works dealing with astronomical matters fall under the 
Siddhanta category with its sharply marked characteristics. 
The earlier enquirers, already, were not quite unacquainted 
with Indian astronomical doctrines of a more primitive and 
unscientific type; Colebrooke and Bentley, ¢.g., knew of the 
so-called Jyotisa Vedahga and its assumption of a solar year 
of 366 days, five such years containing exactly 62 synodical 
months; and they naturally assigned such rudimentary doc- 
trines to a period earlier than that of the Siddhantas with their 
immeasurably more exact determinations. And as in the course 
of the 19th century the entire literature of ancient India 
came to be studied with increasing thoroughness and width of 
outlook by western Savans as well as Hindu Scholars of the 
modern type, and in connexion therewith passages of astrono- 
mical bearing and interest came to be collected from all the 
branches of that literature including the large mass of Vedic 
writings, the ideas as to the distinctive characteristics of the 
several periods naturally became more clear and definite. 
There at present is a general consensus as to the need of dis- 
tinguishing at least three such periods. We have in the first 
place to allow a distinct position to that period during which 
the so-called Siddhantas were composed ; without for the present 
undertaking to date that period in a definite way. We next 
have to admit as a separate period that stretch of time during 
‘which there prevailed in India those views as to things astrono- 
mical, cosmographical and calendaric of which, among books 
fully preserved, the small treatise called the Jyotiga Vedatga 
and the astronomical work of the Jarnas (called Suryaprajfiapt) 
are the most important representatives. That this latter period 
is previous to that of the Siddhantas most persons at all 
acquainted with the two sels of astronomical works would 
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probably be ready to adimit at once; it however is not at the 
present point of exposition necessary to urge this priority of 
time, So much at any rate is evident that we have before us 
two groups of astronomical works of totally different charac- 
teristics, the doctrines set forth in one group being very much 
more imperfect and primitive (in the qualitative sense of the 
term) than those set forth in the other. And finally we have 
to give separate attention, with a view to traces of astronomical 
knowledge to be discovered there, to the so-called Vedic litera- 
ture, comprising Samhitds and Brahmanas. Here again we may 
for the present, if we choose to do so, speak of a group af 
literary works rather than of a period. For what really matters 
is that the Vedic writings in their occasional but not unfrequent 
allusions to astronomical and calendaric things give evidence 
of ideas different from those represented by works belonging 
to those other groups which were shortly characterised above, 
It however will be more practical to take it at once for granted 
that the mass of writings which is comprised under the term 
' Veda" possesses real chronological priority to that group of 
books which connects itself in spirit and doctrine with the so- 
called Vedatga (‘that which is auxiliary to the Veda"), and 
therefore to assume a Vedic period of astronomy as anterior to 
the Vedatga-period. 

In accordance with these views Mr. Sh. B. Diksit, in his 
* History,’ distinguishes a Vaidik Kal, a Vedatiga Kal and a Sid- 
dhanta Kal. A similar plan is followed in my own sketch, 
above referred to, of the history of Indian astronomy ; the period 
of the Vedaiga and cognate works there is generally spoken of 
as the ‘middle’ Period. It would be easy to introduce further 
distinctions, we might, e. g. separate the period to which the 
composition of the fundamental Siddha@ntas has to be assigned 
from the later development of Siddhanta doctrine, and might 
possibly fix our dividing point at the time of Arya Bhata ; 
but distinctions of this kind would not be really helpful. 

As will appear in the course of the work, there also are cer- 
tain (difficuities in the way ofa neat and sharp division of the 
great periods which we consider it advisable to distinguish, 
Should e.g. the Vedic group take in the Kalpa and Grihya 
sitras (in the former of which the Vedic doctrine and practice 
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of the great sacrifices are systematized), or should those books 
be assigned to the middle or Vedahga period? Theoretically 
the latter procedure would appear preferable; for the special 
task of the Vedaga appears to be just that concise formulation 
of knowledge which, in another field, is also the characteristic 
task of the Kalpa-siitras. But on the other hand we shall see 
that the astronomical views distinctly set forth in some of the 
Sitras are by no means identical with those set forth in the 
Vedaiga but have a somewhat more primitive colouring. Simi- 
larly we shall see that a certain astronomical treatise termed 
a‘ Siddhanta’ (viz. the Paitamaha Siddhanta known to us from 
Varaha Mihira’s Paiichasiddhantika) teaches a system—if we wish 
to apply this somewhat grand term to a very rudimentary theory 
—which is in no way related to the teaching of the great Siddhan- 
tas but reproduces the well-known features of the Jyotiga 
Vedatga, While therefore holding fast to the great general 
distinction of these main periods, we shall have to make al- 
lowances for those cases where they may appear to intersect 
or overlap. 





Crarrer II. 
THE VEDIC PERIOD. 
[ Books to be consulted on astronomical, ete., conceptions, 


prevailing during the Vedic Period—A. Weber, die vedischen 
nachrichten von den naxatra, parts] IL; various papers by the 
same author in the ‘Indische Studien’; ‘ Vedische Beitrege ' 
by the same author, published im the Transactions of the 
Royal Academy, Berlin; the chapter on Vaidik kal in Mr. 
B. 8. Diksit’s book; Wallis, Cosmology of the Rigveda; 
Zimmer, Altindisehes Leben, ch. XL: MacDonell, Vedie 
Mythology, §7; Hillebrandt, Vedische Mythologie, passim ; 
Kaegi, der Rigveda, passim. Much valuable information and 
interesting speculation on cognate matters is to be met with 
here and there in most recent books dealing, in some way 
or other, with Vedic literature, specially the ‘Rigveda; so 
e, g. in Ludwig's Commentary on his (German) translation of 
the Rigveda; in Pischel and Geldner’s * Vedische Studien,’ 
in Oldenberg’s ‘Religion des Veda’ ; in Bergaigne’s ‘ Religion 
7. 
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vedique'; in Mr. Tilak's ‘Orion’ and ‘Our aretie home in the 
Veda,.’—References to discussions of special questions will be 
given in their due places]. 

1. Assaid before, the Veda in the strict sense does not 
contain any books which could be claimed as ‘ astronomical 
literature.’ Mention has been made of the so-called Jyotisha- 
Veditiga: but as its name indicates (Vediitiga i.e. ‘a limb of ' 
ie.'somethmg auxiliary to’ the Veda), this treatise stands 
outside the Veda in the proper sense of the term. If there 
fore we undertake to discuss a ‘ Vedic’ period of Astronomy, 
our aim cannot extend further than to collect and examine 
such occasional passages in Vedic literature asin some way 
or other bear on matters astronomical or calendaric; sq as, if 
possible, to form some notion of the ideas entertained as to the 
structure of the Universe, the motions of the heavenly 
bodies, the computation of time, and similar topics, by those 
Aryan communities in connexion with whose religious worship 
the hymns and mantras of the Vedic Sambitas, and later on 
the Brahmanas were composed. In thus grouping the Samhitas 
and the Brahmanas together we do not overlook the fact that 
these two classes of books widely differ in general spirit, and 
manifestly were composed under very different conditions of 
life ; and that therefore it could hardly he expected that they 
should throughout agree in their views of astronomical things. 
All the same it does not appear practicable to hold them apart 
from this latter point of view. A certain primitive nafvetdé in 
their conceptions of the structure of the world and the nature 
and motions of the heavenly bodies is alike characteristic of 
both sets of writings; and moreover the older parts of the 
Samhita literature really give extremely little information bu 
these matters, and what they give is so generally expresse 
vague poetic language, that we naturally turn to the later prose- 
texts—which on the whole so closely connect themselves with 
the hymns—for help towards a better understanding, And 
what the Brahmanas have, occasionally, to say on astronomical 
things is throughout clear and unambiguous, 

Aconsiderable part of the hymns of the Rik-samhit& no 
doubt is * astronomical’ in that sense that itis devoted to the 
praise of divinities originally representative of certain aspects 
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or phases of ‘heavenly light’. The Stirya and the Ugas of 
the hymns are nothing else but the sun and the dawn, and Soma 
may possibly be the moon ; and there are other divinities for 
which a physical basis somewhere in the realms of heavenly light 
may with some amount of confidence be assumed. But on the one 
hand most of what the hymns tell us about those divine beings 
naturally is of no svientific interest ; and on the other hand even 
the most competent Vedic scholars are frequently found to dis- 
agree so totally as to the original nature of Vedic divinities and 
the meaning of the texts bearing on them that the historian of 
Astronomy does not find himselfin a position to accept their 
results as well established. A few special cases of this kind 
will be mentioned later on. 

In what follows, Samhitas and Brahmanas will therefore 
be dealt with together, The treatment of the subject does not 
claim to be exhaustive but will touch on the main points only. 
A complete and systematically arranged collection of all 
passages from Vedic literature possessing an import which in 
any sense can be called astronomical is a decided desideratum. 
The richest collection so far available is contained in the late 
Professor A. Weber's papers mentioned above—a performance 
altogether admirable considering the time when it was made 
but not of course exhaustive. A complete collection should 
extend! not only over Vedic literature in the narrower sense 
but should take in the Kalpa and Grihya Sitras also which, 
in astronomical as well as other matters, closely connect them- 
salves with the Brahmanas. The hymns of the Lik Samhita 
would require to be dealt with apart from the remainder of 
Vedic literature. The difficulties of interpretation here are 
infinitely greater than in the case of the remaiming Vedic 
literature, and hence nothing in any sense exhaustive or final 
could at present be aimed at. But it appears not improbable 
that the gradual advance in the general interpretation of the 
Rik-samhita will bring to light further facts of astronomical 
interest, | 

One important negative assertion may here be made at the 
outset, viz, that the astronomical, cosmographic and cosmogonic 
views entertained by the Vedic tribes (in the Samhita as well as 
the Brahmana stage) differed altogether, in general spirit and in 
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details, from those set forth in works belonging to the second, 
or Vedafiga, period, Those latter works expound a system of 
the world which manifestly lays claim to a certain completeness 
and is worked out in detail with extraordinary minuteness and 
Precision : its main features (to anticipate ina few words what 
later on will have to be dealt with at some length) are the 
division of the flat earth into a central circular continent—at 
the middle of which Mount Meru is situated—and six other ring 
shaped continents, separated from each other by ring shaped 
oceans ; and the assumption of the heavenly bodies moving, in 
orbits parallel co the flat surface of the earth, round Mount 
Meru—night thus being due to the interception of the sun's 
rays by Mount Meru. Neither the Samhitis nor the Bralimanas 
noreven, itseems, the Sttras know anything of this system. 
The old Vedic poet or priest evidently does not claim to possess 
that minute and comprehensive knowledge of the structure and 
the laws of the physical Universe which the cosmologist of the 
Purana period arrogates to himself ; his ideas are comparatively 
naive, more vague and imaginative, and hence at the same 
time less fantastic and absurd. 

2. Wemay inthe first place note what little the Vedic 
texts say or suggest with regard to the nature or shape of the 
earth. The most common terms denoting the earth (prithivi, 
urvi, mahi) designate it as the * broad’ or ‘large’ one, with refer- 
ence of course to its wide, to the primitive eye boundless, extent. 
No division of the earth into definite regions is acknowledged ; 
statements such as the one It. 5. 1. 35,8 ‘ He (Savitri) has looked 
over the eight summits (kakubhah), the three desert regions 
(?dhanva yojana), the seven streams’ are too isolated and too 
ambiguous in expression to serve as sources of definite infor- 
mation, If It. 8S. X. 5838, the earth is called chaturbhristi 
‘ four-cornered ;' we no doubt therein have a reference not to the 
earth being square or the like in shape, but merely to the four 
points of the compass. The primitive and natural conception, 
suggested by the appearance of the line of the horizon, of course 
is that the earth's shape is circular ; accordingly ‘ this world’ 
(a. e. the earth) is called parimandala (circular) in Shat. Br. VII. 
si af. | The earth is called samudraparyanta, ‘ surrounded by 
the sea in the Aitareya Brahmana, 
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advanced view no trace is to be found in the Vedic writings 
anywhere. We mention this specially because some recent 
writers have maintained that the doctrine of the earth's spher- 
icity is hinted at or implied in certain Vedic texts, Thus 
Mr, Diksit interprets R. S. I. 33-8 ‘ The spies (of Vritra) making 
the circumference of the earth’ as implying that the earth is a 
sphere. What exactly is meant there by the ‘making of the 
earth’s circumference’ (we may admit this meaning for parinah ; 
although other interpretations have been proposed) I do not 
know: but in any case the reference to a circumference does not 
prove more than that the author of the hymn viewed the earth 
as circular (not as spherical). Equally untenable is Mr. Diksit's 
interpretation of R. S, IV. 53-3. This verse only says that 
‘Savitri (the sun) has stretched out his arms, driving forth 
(wakening) and laying to rest, with his rays, the world.’ That 
the rising sun while bringing light to some parts of the world, 
brings darkness to othera, says Mr. Diksit, can be asserted by 
him only who is acquainted with the sphericity of the earth ; 
if the earth were flat, the rays of the rising sun would at once 
illuminate the entire earth. Against this we remark, in the first 
place, that the text as it stands does not appear to say that the 
sun when rising brings day to some and night to others ; it rather 
says no more than that it is he who wakes anil lays to rest the 
world, in as much, that is to say, as he alternately produces day 
and night, But even, if we take the verse as specially referring 
to sunrise, we have only toremember the conception of the 
Purana writers and the Jainas as to how the sun produces at the 
game time day for some and night for other parts of the world, 
in order to realise how little need there is for us to understand 
the [tik passage as implying a recognition of the earth's 
sphericity. 

% Above the earth there is the air or atmosphere (antarik- 
sha i.e. the region between ; rajas), the abode of clouds, rain 
and wind; and above that heaven or the sphere of light 
(diy ; vyoman ; rochana and various other terms), This division 
of the entire Universe into three regions is the prevailing 
one, and referred to in many places, On the other hand 
‘we also frequently meet with the simpler view of the world 
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consisting of two great regions—heaven and earth (dyavaprithivi) 
in which case the antariksha must be understood to be com- 
prised within heaven. Sometimes each of the three regions of 
the world is spoken of as being itself three-fold. We may 
without difficulty imagine the atmosphere as well as the upper 
realm of light to be divided into three parts each ; we are familiar 
with expressions such as ‘the highest heaven.’ It is less 
easy to see what the ‘three earths ' should be (forthe idea of 
the earth beneath our feet consisting of three layers or slices 
is certainly not an obvious one); and possibly, m accordance 
with a form of expression not unfrequent in the Veda, the 
‘three earths’ means nothing more than the three regions of 
the world (viz., earth, atmosphere, heaven) of which the earth 
18 one, 

4, An interesting statement in the Jaiminiya Upanisad 
Brahmana (belonging to the Sima Veda and published in the 
Journal of the American Oriental Society) deserves special men- 
tion. According to this the middle of the earth is there where 
the ‘plaksa prasravana’ is, and the middle of the sky there 
where the ‘seven Rishis are’. What we have to understand by 
the *plaksha prasravana,’ we learn from other works comprised 
within the Samaveda, ri., the Tindya Braihmana and the 
Latyayana Shrauta Siitra. These books describe certain pecu- 
liar ‘wandering’ sacrifices (yat sattra), which are performed 
by sacrificers moving upstream from the place where the holy 
river Sarasvati loses itself in the desert (called Sarasvati-vipa- 
shana) to the source of the river; this latter place, evidently 
marked by a big Plakea-tree, is designated as ‘plaksa pris- 
ravana’ i, ¢, the fig tree belonging to the source. ‘This then 
was, in the opinion of the Samavedins at any rate, the central 
spot of the earth—chosen as such no doubt because in the 
specially holy district round the Sarasvati the place where the 
river breaks from the ground was considered the holiest of 
all. This determination of the earth's central spot is nalve, 
but in @ way quite natural and intelligible: it reminds us of 
the Greek idea of the centre of the earth being at Delphi, We 
also note the contrast of this choice of a well known sacred 
locality within northern India with the later, Pauranic, idea 
of the fabulous mountain Meru, situated in unknown regions 
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far to the north. To what the Jaiminiya Bralimana says 
about the middle of the sky we shall revert further on. 

5. As to the distance of the heavenly world from the earth 
we meet in the Brahmanas with several curious estimates. 
The Taindya Brahmana (XXI, 1, 9) makes the naive statement 
that ‘that world’ is distant from this world as far as a thonsand 
cows placed one upon the other. The Ait. Brahmana (1. 17) 
says that the distance of the heavenly world (svargo lokah) from, 
this world amounts to a thousand ‘dshvina’ (a day's journey on 
horseback), The same idea appears to underlie the statement 
made in the Atharva Samhita X., 8,18 that the two wings of 
the yellow hamsa which flies to the heavenly world (svarga) 
are stretched out to the distance of a thousand days (sahas- 
rilinyam.) 

G@ The references to the sun in Vedic literature of course 
are very nuterous; a few of them are of astronomical interest. 
‘The sun revolves round these worlds, without resting, turning 
towards the right ‘again and again’ (Shat. Br. VIII. 
7, 2, 5). He is nearest to the earth at noon (Shat. Br. I. 2,3, 9). 
He rises in the morning from the water, and enters into it im 
the evening (Ait. Br. XJ. 20), He has 560 rays, is surrounded 
by 360 regions (dish; Shat. Br, X. 4, 4 4,14). His distance 
from the earth amounts to one hundred Yojana (Kanshit. Br. 
VI. 3.).—As to what from an astronomical point of view would 
interest us most to know, viz., how the Vedic people conceived 
ihe return of the sun from the west to the east to take place, 
neither the Sambhités nor the Brahmanas give any definite 
information, The Aitareya Brahmana (IV. 20) says ‘In the 
morning he (the sum) comes out of the water, and in the 
evening he enters the water. -Another well known passage of the 
same Brahmana (II, 44) attempts an explanation, far from clear 
in its details; of the fact that the sun is not visible at mght— 
‘Wor that sun never either sets or rises, As to what people 
think ‘he is setting,’ (the fact is that) haying come to the end 
of the day he turns himself round (Atmanam viparyasyate), and 
then makes night below (avastat), day above (parastat). As to 
what they think ‘he rises in the morning’ [the fact is that) 
having come to the end of the might he tarns himself ronnd and 
makesday below, night above. He indeed never sets.’ 
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To explain this passage Sayandcharya has recourse to the 
Meru-hypothesis. ‘The sun turns himself round’ means, he 
says, that he makes himself of a contrary nature (viparyasta), in 
as much as moving round Mount Meru he makes night for those 
regions he has passed through, and day for those before him. 
This however cannot possibly be the meaning of the Brahmana 
which, like the whole of Vedic literature, knows nothing of 
Mount Meru, and evidently means to say that at the close of day 
the sun turning himself round presents to the world below his 
dark side so as to be invisible; while at sunrise he again turns 
his bright side towards the lower world.® 

Wallis (V. C. p. 117) thinks that a similar idea is expressed 
Rt. 8. VI. 17.14; this however appears more than doubtful. The 
Ait. Br. does not explain how the sun returns to the east ; 
but as at night time he presents to our world his dark side 
and hence is invisible, the supposition may be that he returns 
to the east by the same way he followed to the west. 

Prof, Zimmer (Altindisches Leben, p. 407) thinks that some 
verses of the [tik Samhita furnish evidence of the Vedic poets 
distinguishing from the upper rajas (air, atmosphere) a lower 
rajas, beneath the earth, through which the sun at night time 
moves back to the east (the earth thus being viewed as sur- 
rounded by air or free space on all sides) ; and this view though 
generally rejected by Vedic scholars has recently been advocat- 
ed by Mr. Tilak (0. A. H. p. 257) But I fully agree with 
those who decline this interpretation. The discussion mainly 
turns on a few passages in which two rajasi are mentioned, 
Of these VII. 80-1 really is altogether clear, Tt describes the 
dawn as ‘unrolling (lit. making to go apart) the two rajas and 
revealing all things.’ The second clause here helps us to inter- 
pret the first—the light of the dawn opens out as it were 
all space and illumines all things. The two rajas are beyond 
doubt part of what the rising day reveals to man {. ¢. part of 
what is above the earth; a reference to a, hypothetieal, dark 


*Mr. Tilak (0. A. H, P. 264) objects to the translation of * parastat" by 
‘above,’ and accepts Haug’s translation ‘on the other side.’ But the opposition 
of “parastit' to ‘avasttt’ (which means nothing but ‘beneath ') settles the 
meaning of parastit in this plase: that which is on the other Fide, compared 
to what is below, is above, 
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rajas beneath the earth would here be entirely out of place, And 
as we know from other passages that a parthivam rajas (that 
re of the region of the air which is nearest the earth) is dis- 

tinguished form a higher heavenly (divyyam rajas), the mention 
in VIL 80-1 of the two rajasi in no way justifies us in looking 
for a rajas below the earth——The same remark holds good 
with regard to the other texts also that refer to two rajas. 

7. ‘There has been of recent years, a good deal of discussion 
among Vedic scholars as to what divine beings of the Veda 
should be considered as originally [wnar in character. There 
are analogous problems with regard to the sun; but they are 
perhaps of less interest in as much as some at any rate of the 
Vedic gods are quite unmistakably solar, and distinct references 
to the sun abound in the hymns. The references to the moon 
on the other hand are comparatively scarce ; which is a somewhat 
surprising fact considering on the one hand, the importance that 
belongs to the moon as the regulator of time in general and 
specially of the proper time for frequently recurring sacrifices and 
ceremonies, and on the other hand the prominent position which 
the moon holds in later Indian thought and poetry. And among 
the Vedic gods there is none which is of an altogether unambi- 
guous lunar character. The theories of some modern scholars as 
to certain of the most important Vedic divinities having for their 
natural basis the moon, therefore may claim a particular interest 
and may be shortly referred to in this place, although they possess 
no strictly astronomical relevance. One of the most conspicuous 
Vedic divinities is Soma, and it of course is a well-known fact 
that from the time of the Briahmanas downwards the word Soma 
is one of the recognised names of the moon. But that the same 
meaning belongs to the word as occurring in the hymns of the 
Rik-samhita—this has generally been negatived by Vedic mytho- 
logists who maintain that the Soma of the Rik-samhita, at any 
rate its older parts, is nothing else bat the Soma-plant or its - 
intoxicating juice which figure so conspicuously in the old 
Brahminical sacrifices ; and that it is only in those hymns of the 
Rik-samhita which there is good reason to assign to a later period 
than the bulk of the collection, that the identification of the 
divine plant and the moon accomplishes itself. Against this view 
Professor A. Hillebrandt (in the first volume of his * Vedie 
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Mythology’) has attempted to establish the thesis that throughont 
the Rtik-samhita already, the plant Soma and the lunar deity are 
one; 80 that ¢. g. the entire ninth Mandala which hitherto was 
supposed to glorify the juice of the Sora plant only, would 
have to be viewed as consisting of hymna addressed to the moon 
no less than the Soma plant ; and that generally speaking Moon 
would all at once be if not the entral, at least one of the central 
figures of the Vedic Pantheon. This theory has been necepted 
by some, strongly opposed by others (so e.g. by Profs, Olnenberg 
and MacDonell); the main objection to it being that, if to the 
minds of the poets of the Rik-samhita the identity of the Soma 
plant or juice and the moon had been present, we might justly 
. expect it to have been much more clearly expressed or at any 
rate more frequently hinted at than actually seems to be the case, 
On the other hand there is a certain antecedent probability that 
aview which distinctly appears in some parts of the Samhita 
already and quite unmistakably prevails in the Bralimanas 
and the whole of later literature should not have been foreign to 
the authors of the older sections of the Samhita also ; and Prof, 
Hillebrandt has brought together a collection of passages from 
the older hymns which at any rate afford a plansible basis for the 
establishment of a‘ parva paksha’ in this question, Adhue sub 
judice lis est. As said before, the question has no astronomical 
bearing in the proper sense of the term: all the same it would 
be interesting to ascertain whether or no certain later Indian 
mythico-astronomical conceptions regarding the moon and its 
Phases belong to the Rik-samhita already ; so especially the 
idea that the waxing moon is, through a certain ray issuing 
from the sun, gradually repleted with sweet aimrita which after- 
wards, during the dark half of the month, is gradually drank up 
by the thirsty gods. We refer for details to Prof. Hillebrandt’s 
exposition, 

Certain others of the great Vedic divinities have of recent 
yeirs also been brought into connexion with the moon. In the 
volume referred to, Prof. Hillebrandt tries to show that Yama, 
the lord of the departed, is an old lunar divinity ; aud he elaims 
the same original character for Brihaspati who in later belief is 
held to represent the planet Jupiter. And Prof, Hillebrand| 
as well as Prof. Oldenberg (the latter in his‘ Religion des Veda . 
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A. Hillebrandt, Vedische Mythologie (Vedic Mythology), 
3rd volume, Breslau, 1902. 


It may appear rather late in the day to review the above 
volume which was published no less than four years ago ; bat 
as far as we know no detailed notice of it has before this ap- 
peared in India—an omission mainly due, we presume, to the 
fact of Professor Hillebrandt writing in German, This cireum- 
stance and, in even a higher degree, the undoubted importance 
of Professor Hillebrandt'’s researches induce us to attempt 
even now, aslort estimate of the achievements represented by 
this volume. 

In the course of the last ten or twelve years the literature 
dealing with Vedic mythology has been enriched by more than 
one work of sterling merit, Apart from numerous minor treatises 
and papers published in various learned Periodicals (and not to 
mention works such as Pischel and Geldner’s ‘ Vedische Studien’, 
which while on the whole devoted to researches of a different 
kind, occasionally touch on matters mythological), there have 
appeared within that period three comprehensive works dealing 
with Vedic Mythology as a whole—Professor MacDonell’s 
‘Vedic Mythology’ (forming part of the ° Gruntlriss der Indo- 
Avischen Philologie und Alterthumskunde’) ; Professor Olden- 
berg's ‘ Religion des Veda’ ; and Professor Millebrandt’s “Vedische 
Mythologie ’ in three volumes (1891, 1899 and 1902). Each of 
these works has a well marked character of its own. Inasense 
the least ambitious, although by no means least useful, is Pro- 
fessor MacDonell’s book which, in accordance with the general 
plan and scope of the encyclopedic work of which it forms a 
section, aims less at establishing new results and points of view 
than at giving a concise and methodical summary of what had 
so far been achieved in the field of Vedie Mythology by the 
combined labours of many scholars, Not that Professor Mac 
Donell’s book is destitute of interesting apergus of an original 
character, such as we indeed were entitled to expect from a 
writer to whom we had previously been indebted for some 
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valuable researches regarding difficult points of Vedic Mythology: 
but the main merit of his work lies in its grouping ina lucid 
and systematic way the mythological material offered by the Veda, 
and in passing judgments characterized by great impartiality 
and sanity on all matters where there isa conflict of opinion 
among competent enquirers. And that the theory of Vedic 
Mythology affords ample scope fora discreet exercise of the 
arbitrating and adjudicating faculty, every one at all familiar 
with this branch of Indological research will readily admit, 
Professor Oldenberg's book (published as early as 1894) isa 
work of great originality. As its title indicates, it indeed is more 
than a Vedic Mythology ; for it extends over the whole field of 
beliefs and practices of the ancient Indian Aryan tribes which 
ean be called religious in any sense, Mythology proper forming 
the topic of one section only. It of course is generally acknow- 
ledged that whatever Professor Oldenberg writes on ancient 
religions and philosophies bears the mark not only of wide 
scholarship and accurate detailed research but also of a 
genuine insight, philosophic and sympathetic, into the souls of 
ancient nations and their peculiar views regarding the nature 
of the gods and the destiny of man. And we here, as ever, 
admire his peculiar gift of dealing with abstract matters in 
& manner which while making no concessions whatever to 
popularity yet never fails to stimulate the reader's imagination 
and hold his attention captive. Nor does he in the work in 
question, fail to open out numerous and interesting new points 
of view. As well known, the distinguishing feature of the book 
18 that in it, for the first time, the attempt was made to deal with 
the ‘religion of the Veda’ in a really comprehensive way; the 
investigation not confining itself to those bright divine beings, 
the invocation of which forms the topic of the great mass 
of the Vedic hymns, but penetrating to and shedding light on 
what we may call the deeper or lower strata of Vedic religion— 
ancestor and spirit worship, belief in evil dernons, magic in all 
its different forms, superstitions and superstitions practices, 
expiatory ceremonies and the like. Professor Oldenberg here 
frequently achieves striking success in showing how elements of 
belief and practice which manifestly had originated in ages 
characterized by a very primitive form of civilization and 
ae 
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culture appear as ‘survivals’ in Vedic religion; and generally in 
bringing the investigation into ancient Indian religion into line 
with that important branch of modern research which deals with 
early forms of religions faith and practice in a comparative 
spirit. The more strictly mythological part of Professor Olden- 
berg's book in which the most prominent of the well known anil 
often diseussed divinities of the Vedic Pantheon are passed in 
review, no doubt also is distinguished by breadth and depth of 
view—a mere summary of generally accepted results, from Protes- 
sor Oldenberg's pen never fails to be impressive and su agestive—, 
and moreover sets forth several striking hypotheses of an 
original nature; so ¢. g. the view of the two Ashvins represent- 
ing the morning and the evening star (which idea had indeed 
been suggested, before Professor Qldenberg, by several other 
scholars but is readvocated by him in a novel and highly in- 
genious way) ; an¢l, above all, the interesting attempt to identify 
the seven Adityas, inclusive of Mitra and Varana, with the 
septad consisting of the most conspicuous heavenly lights—sun, 
moon and the five great planets (a hypothesis about which some- 
thing more will be said later on), But interesting as these new 
interpretations are, and plausible as they appear in Professor 
Oldenberg’s treatment, they fail, we are afraid, to carry convic- 
tion; and on the whole the mythological part of Professor 
Oldenberg’s work has claims on our attention and indeed 
ailimiration, less as embodying well-established new results than 
as providing us with a brilliant and highly suggestive survey 
of the entire field, | 

We do not, in this place, wish to attempt a detailed account 
of the earlier volumes of Professor Hillebrandt’s work ; but will 
confine ourselves to the last volume. A few remarks as to the 
general character of the entire work, however, may here find a 
place. Of the mentioned three principal works on Vedic 
mythology, Professor Hillebrandt’s book is, of course, the one 
that goes most into detail; this at any rate holds good with 
regard to those divinities as to whose meaning and character 
the author thinks he is in a position to establish theses new in 
their entirety or in part, while divine beings, about which the 
author has little to add to what his predecessors had ascertained, 
are dealt with more briefly. The first volume thus almost cons- 
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titutes a monograph on the Vedic Soma,and much the larger 
part of the secon] volume is devoted to Agni anid Usas, The 
third volume while treating in some detail of a somewhat larger 
number of deities, yet is mainly concerned with the Adityas and 
with Indra. As necessarily in any work dealing with matters 
for which the hymns of the [tik-samhita& are the main source 
of information, a large space in Professor Hillebrandt’s work is 
taken up by the consideration and interpretation of texts: this 
is the case In this last volume also, which in many places makes 
important contributions towards the better understanding of 
the texts. And here also we meet with the same thorough 
investigation of the ritual and sacrificial system of the Vedic 
priests, and the same endeavour to utilize it for the correct 
interpretation of mythological ideas, which form so conspicuous 
and valuable a characteristic of the earlier volumes and in fact of 
all Professor Hillebrandt has written on Vedic matters, We may 
indeed say that this accentuation of the sacrificial and ceremo- 
nial aspect of religion forms one of the most marked features of 
Professor Hillebrandt’s individual method, 

There has heen of recent years a great deal of discussion, 
among the Vedic Scholars of Europe, as to what constitutes 
the right method of interpreting the Veda. The controversy 
extends over a wide field and has many side issues; but the 
essential point may be shortly stated as follows, According 
to one view, which we may call the older one, the Veda, 
and more particularly the Rik-samhita occupies, in general 
Indian. Literature, a place of its own, separated by a marked 
gap from all the later stages of that literature; it should 
be interpreted mainly through itself, and if any ontside help 
is Tequired, the investigator should view the Veda as connected 
with a Pre-Indian—Aryan or possibly Indo-European—stage 
of culture and civilization, rather than with those later purely 
Indian developments which are reflected in the great Epics, 
the old Buddhistic books and later works. To this view there 
opposes itself another, more modern one, according to which 
the entire Veda, not excluding the oldest sections of the 
Rik-sambhita should be considered a pre-eminently ‘Indian ' 
product, to be explained in the first place no doubt from 
itself, but next to this with the help of that abundant 
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-aformation as to specifically Indian things and modes of thought. 
and belief which is supplied by the whole body of later Indian 
literature+ all reference to hypothetical pre-Indian things being 
avoided as much as possible, We naturally cannot in this 
place undertake anything like a full review of the discus- 
sions which have been carried on regarding this question by 
a number of the best Vedie scholars of our time, ever since 
Profs. Pischel and Geldner (in their ‘ Vedische Studien ‘) boldly 
and uncompromisingly proclaimed the latter of the above two 
views and proceeded to justify it by novel interpretations of 
Vedic texts. The question manifestly is one of great interest 
and importance, and it would be impossible to do anything like 
justice to either side but by a lengthy consideration of the mam 
issue as well as the numerous side-issues, We here only remark 
that to us some of the controversialists seem to have laid two 
much stress upon ‘method’ of investigation. None we think 
would go so far as absolutely to deny that the roots at any rate 
of Vedic ways of thought and imagination strike back into a 
pre-Indian period : the altogether patent and undeniable points 
of contact between Vedic and old Lranian religious conceptions 
and practice would at onee preclude a one-sided view of that 
kind. Andon the other hand no Vedic scholar we suppose 
would care to lay it down as an axiom that no help whatever for 
the interpretation of the Veda is to be looked for from the stady 
of the great epics and later works, or from the comments on the 
old hymns by Yaska and his followers. From what quarter the 
light is to come in any given case, will each time depend on 
special circumstances ; and that ‘method’ will in each case be the 
right one which leads to results possessing intrinsic probability 
and convincing power. The highly learned and acute advocates 
of the view that the Rig-Veda is a purely Indian product no 
doubt have rendered a conspicuous service to the progress of 
Vedic studies by emphatically urging the need of greater efforts 
being made to extract from later Indian literature matter hkely 
to throw light on diffienlties in the Veda, and to utihze more 
largely and intelligently than had previously been done the 
resources offered to the modern scholar by Indian tradition and 
scholarship ; and their new method has in some eases led them 
to highly acceptable results, But in directing attention to 
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important new lines of research they manifestly have come to 
undervalue the labours and achievements of those scholars who 
think ita not unprofitable undertaking to investigate the antece-. 
dents of the Hig-veda. 

We have shortly dwelled on this question of ‘method’, 
because as we shall see before long the volume under review 
contains an important section which we think convincingly 
proves that however fruitful the new way of dealing with Vedie 
problems may show itself here and there, the old method is yet 
far from being played out. On the other hand, no attentive 
student of Professor Hillebrandt's works will fail to recognise 
that the author is by no means adverse on principle to the plan 
of viewing Vedic religions and mythological conceptions in con- 
nexion with those ideas and beliefs that prevailed in the India of 
 post-Vedic times. As many chapters of the ‘ Vedische Mythologie’ 
amply prove, Professor Hillebrandt is quite willin a, as well as fully 
competent, to look for light for the interpretation of Vedic divinities 
in. non-Vedic literature : the main thesis of his firat Volume, as well 
known, is that the Soma of the hymns which previously had been 
universally considered as neither more or less than a personifica- 
tion of the soma plant and its inspiring juice—which acenpy 
80 prominent a place in the old sacrificial ritual—is really one 
with what later Indian belief and usage of speech understand 
by Soma, ¢. e., the moon vieweil as a divine being. The method 
implied in this identification certainly is of the approved modern 
type: the Vedic god is interpreted on a purely Indian basis. 
All the same just this theory of Professor Hillebrandt’'s has by 
no means met with universal acceptance, not even so far as we 
know on the part of the most thorough upholders of the new 
method, And the reason which has made many enquirers 
unwilling to follow Professor Hillebrandt's guidance in this 
question is really not connected with considerations of method 
at all: it simply is that the theory of Soma being the moon 
does not appear to harmonize with much the greater part of what 
the hiymns have to tell us as to their Soma. 

We proceed to take a short survey of the main sections 
of the volume under review :— 

The first chapter is devoted to an enquiry into the original 
meaning of Varana anid Mitra who so frequently appear in the 
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hymns as a pair of somehow closely related or associated gods 
(Mitravarunan). Many years ago Professor Hillebrandt had made 
this divine pair the subject of a monograph ; but in the course 
of time his opinion as to its original character has essentially 
changed. First as regards Varuna, We all know what a 
particularly solemn and august character distinguishes Varuna 
from all the other Vedic gods; how intimately he is associated 
with what we may call an ethical view of the Cosmos—the 
conception of a universal rule of law and righteousness mani- 
festing itself in the regularities of natural phenomena no less 
than in the fates of men. This character is indeed, to some 
extent, shared by a whole class of divinities of which Varuna is 
one only, viz., the Adityas ; but it is much more pronounced im 
him than in his fellow-gods. And we are all familiar with the — 
old hypothesis as to the natural basis of this impressive divine . 
figure: since almost the beginning of Vedie research, Varuna 
was hold to be a personification of the all-embracing and, in 
a sense, all-overruling expanse of heaven—an interpretation 
which to the mind of earlier enyuirers appeared to be strongly 
confirmed or even fully proved by the supposed etymological 
identity of the name Varuna with the Greek term Onranos 
(Uranus) which beyond doubt denotes Heaven or the God of 
Heaven. Butof recent years the opinion on this latter point 
has changed. The most competent etymologists of our day see 
reason to doubt of the etymological connexion of the two words ; 
and some of the most competent enquirers Into Vedic Mythology 
now think that the conception of a God of Heaven furnishes no 
adequate basis for tle understanding of all that the Vedic 
hymns have to tell us about Varuna. 

It is of considerable interest to find that Professor Oldenherg 
and Professor Hillebrandt have, independently of each other, 
although for reasons in part identical, arrived at one and the 
sainé new interpretation of Varuna, viz. that he is an ancient 
moou-god ; just as Mitra with whom Varuna is so closely asso- 
ciated is an ancient solar divinity. To us this interpretation 
appears, if not quite convincing, at any rate highly probable. 
Mitra is, we may assert, beyond doubt a aun-god ; his solar 
character shines out clearly enough in the Veda itself, and even 
more clearly in the Mithra of the Avesta from whom the Vedic 
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Mitra cannot of course be separated. Now with this Mitra, 
Varuna indeed appears as closely connected, but, as pointed out 
by Professors Hillebrandt and Oldenberg alike, the connexion 
frequently is of the kind which might be classed under the 
category ‘association by contrast’ inasmuch as Mitra is repre- 
sented as specially related to day and light, while Varuna 
appears in connexion with night and darkness. On the other 
hand the hymns render it evident that, Varuna may not be con- 
sidered a mere personification-or presiding divinity of night : 
he, beyond doubt, is one of the heavenly gods, a bright divinity. 
This fact of simultaneous association and contrast of the two 
divine beings certainly explains itself more satisfactorily on the 
hypothesis of their being ancient personifications of the two 
great heavenly luminaries (the points of similarity and contrast 
between which are manifest), than on the view of Mitra being 
the sun and Varuna a god of heaven. Varuna interpreted as a 
lunar deity also enables us, as Professor Hillebrandt points out, 
readily to understand how it came that in later Indian. belief 
Varuna is the lord of the Ocean ; for the conception of a special 
relation of the moon to all water, heavenly and earthly, is an 
Indian one of old standing. 

Professor Hillebrandt in a highly interesting way develops 
his leas as to how the stern and rather gloomy character 
which belongs to the Vedic Varuna may be reconciled with his 
originally representing the moon which so generally, and not- 
ably by the later Indians, is conceived as a pre-eminently benefi- 
cent, benevolent, friendly being. Mitra and Varuna, Professor 
Hillebrandt thinks, were not first conceived on Indian soil, 
they were parts of that heirloom of mythologieal and religious 
conceptions, handed down from a remote past, which the Aryans 
earried with them into India from more northern regions: 
Varuna as primarily conceived thus is not the beneficent ruler 
of the nights of southern climes who brings grateful coolness 
and refreshing dew to plants and living beings tormented by the 
parching heat and dazzling sunlight of tropical days; his 
glories rather are those of the stern and awful ruler of the 
long and bitter winter nights of northern regions. How it came 
that a lunar deity should in the end have risen to that place of 
supreme eminence which Varuna holds in the Vedic Pantheon is 
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a question to which we may not be able to give a satisfactory 
answer: but this inability on our part certainly would not, by 
itself, justify us in rejecting the equation established. Mytho- 
logical analysis will always be hampered by certain irrational 
and unaccountable remainders, aud solutions of problems will 
have to be accepted not as absolatey proved but as highly 
probable. 

Professor Oldenberg also, where undertaking to ascertain the 
original meaning of Mitra and Varuna, asks us to step outside 
the borders of India proper, although for reasons other than 
those urging Professor Hillebrandt in the same direction, He 
ia of opinion that the group of the seven Adityas, including 
Mitra and Varuna, originally were nothing else but the seven 
great heavenly lights—sun, moon and the five planets known to 
the ancient nations, And since the group of the Adityas is 
marked off by certain common features from the other Vedic 
(livinities of undoubted Aryan or Indian character and origin, 
and moreover has failed to maintain anything like a conspicuous 
place in later Indian faith and worship, Professor Oldenberg 
thinks it likely that Adityas are not originally Aryan gods, 
but were taken over by the Arvans at some very early period 
—hbefore yet the Indian and Iranian branches of the Aryans had 
separated—from some neighbouring nation among which the 
worship of that definite group of heavenly boilies or divinities 
was an old established institution, And this train of thought 
of course leads us at once to Babylon in all periods of whose 
history, down from the most remote antiquity, sun, moon and 
the planets, are well known to have been objects of zealous wor- 
ship. 

It cannot be denied that this theory of Professor OlNeibeey - 
is a highly fascinating one; and we particularly acknowledge 
that his analysis of the singular character and position among 
the Vedic gods of the group constituted by the Adityas is as 
just as it is striking. But although he manages to establish 
some premisses highly interesting in themselves, they do not 
after all suffice for the momentous conclusion he draws from 
them. This at any rate, as far as we know, is the prevailing 
opinion among competent judges, and in the volume under review 
Professor Hillebrandt states, or restates, some of the main points 
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that tell against Professor Oldenberg’s theory, with great force. 
One of the main pillars of that theory is that the Adityas are 
neither more nor fewer than just seven, the number thus at 
once suggesting, or at any rate rendering easy the transition to, 
the seven luminaries of heaven. But as Professor Hillebrandt 
shows from a closer and fuller investigation of this point, the 
number seven is not by any means especially characteristic of 
the Aditvas of the Veda; while seven are referred to in a few 
places, they are in other passages spoken of as five or six, and it 
of course 1s well known that in the Brahmanas and later on 
they regularly appear as twelve. And in the next place, while 
there are cogent reasons for seeing in Mitra a solar divinity, and 
there is some evidence for viewing Varuna as an ancient god of 
the moon, there is absolutely nothing to convince us of the 
identity of any one of the minor Adityas with some special 
planet: Professor Oldenberg himself here relies altogether on 
the, alleged, fact of their being five in number, and being minor 
deities, compared to Mitra and Varuna, just as the five planeta 
are minor luminaries compared to the two great heavenly lights. 
As things stand at present, we, therefore, see ourselves compelled 
to assent to Professor Hillebrandt, who considers Professor 
Oldenberg's hypothesis as to the origin and primary significance 
of the Adityas to be non-proven. We confess that we do so not 
without regret ; for the theory is a decidedly fascinating one, 
opening out a new vista as it were into dim antiquity and 
suggesting contacts, not previously guessed at, between great. 
ancient nations; and it would moreover, could it be sub- 
stantiated, account to some extent for a peculiar element in 
Vedic religion, the contrast of which with the other elements 
of that religion Professor Oldenberg has so admirably brought 
out. 

Adin, the great mother of the Adityas—another much inter 
preted divine figure—Professor Hillebrandt supposes to represent 
the * imperishable ' divine light: and this view no doubt well 
agrees with the nature of her sons who in any case are bright 
divinities, celestial beings. The curious connexion, which 
appears in the books of the Yajurveda between Aditi and the 
earth, he considers not to be primitive, but due to a modification 
of view into the causes of which insight is so far denied us. 
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In the next following chapter, on the Ribhus—that mysteri- 
ous triad of divine beings which was to drop so completely 
cout of the ken of generations later than the Vedic age— 
Professor Hillebrandt adduces further evidence to strengthen 
the view, first mooted by Professor Ludwig, that these three 
divine brothers were originally representative of, or somehow 
closely connected with, the three great seasons of the Indian 
year, This evidence mainly rests thereon that in the Brahmanas 
and Shrauta Sutras the Ribhus appear in a certain connexion 
with the so-called Chaturmisya sacrifices—the offerings made 
to certain divinities at the beginnings of the warm season, the 
rainy season and the cold season. We, however, note that Profes- 
eor Hillebrandt himself rather weakens this interpretation of 
the Ribhus by pointing out that certain features of these beings 
suggest the idea of their having originally been divinities 
specially honoured and worshipped by a tribe skilled in and 
devoted. to the trade or art of making chariots and cars—a 
tribe or caste of rathakaras. This would indeed very well 
agree with what the hymns tell us in so many places as to 
ihe wondrous feate of skill and art performed by the Ribbus 
—a:ong which there are conspicuous the making of a wonder- 
ful threewheeled chariot which traverses all space; and agam 
their making the chariot of the Ashvins. Bvt between this 
hypothesis of their being the special divinities of a definite tribe 
of artificers—their feats of art being the heavenly prototypes of 
the earthly doings of their worshippers, and the hypothesis of 
their representing the three seasons, it would be difficult to 
find a natural link, And it appears to us at any rate worthy of 
consideration whether the connexion between the three [tibhus 
and the three great seasonal sacrifices which the Brahmanas 
and Sutras refer to is not an entirely secondary, artificial one, 
suggested by the coincidence that the Ribhus are three and that 
there are three great seasons. 

We now turn to the section which Professor Hillebrandt 
devotes to the consideration of Indra and the myths connected 
with him—which section is not only the longest of the volume 
but also the most original and important one. Indra we know 
isin many ways the most prominent of the gods of the Rigveda; 
we may call him the Vedic god par excellence. Any attempt 
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to penetrate to the primary significance of this striking and 
central divine figure, therefore, possesses a xpecial interest, 
and we feel tempted to say that Indra's case constitutes a kind 
of test case for systems or methods of Vedic mythological inter- 
pretation. 

After having given a preliminary survey of the theories as to 
the nature of Indra propounded by other scholars, Professor 
Hillebrandt on his part approaches the problem by first asking 
the question what may be the meaning of the greatest and most 
characteristic deed of Indra to which the hymns refer in ever so 
many places, viz., his killing Vyitra and setting free the waters or 
rivers, Since a long time there has been a pretty general agree- 
ment among writers on Vedie Mythology as to the meaning of 
this ancient myth or story. Vyitra was declared to be an evil 
‘cloud-demon', who somehow puts himself in possession of the 
heavenly or aerial waters and malignantly withholds them from 
the thirsting earth, until the strong gol Indra attacks and slays 
him ; whereupon the imprisoned waters stream forth and bestow 
their fertilizing blessings on earth and mankind, And consider. 
ing that the myth isan Indian one, its closer interpretation in 
agreement with local conditions seemed sufficiently obvious, 
What else should the demon Vritra be than a personification of the 
dreadful heat and drought of the Indian hot season when all 
moisture seems to lave departed from the air and all earthly 
waters are steadily dwindling and drying up, and what else then 
should be symbolized by the slaying of Vritra and the deliverance 
of the waters but that great atmospheric process which marks the 
beginning of the rainy season—the coming wp of dark masses of 
clouds, the mighty uproar of an aerial battle, marked by flashes 
of lightning and peals of thunder, when in the end the womb of 
the dark cloud is torn and torrents of released water stream forth ? 
And this insight of course at once supplies the key to the 
understanding of the character of him who conquers Vyttra : 
Indra himself is an atmospheric divinity connected with cloud 
and rain; more particularly he is the gal of thunderstorms, 
viewed in their beneficent aspect, 

Such, more or less, is the conception of Indra and his fight 
with Vyitra to which we have been accustomed, and which we 
have acquiesced in, And in a way it is plausible enough, and 

12. 


ReEvIEews. 10) 


apparently in sufficient agreement with the seasonal phenomena 
of the Indian year. Certain incongruities no doubt had to be 
overlooked; so especially that this view of the myth implies a 
rather strange splitting up of the rain cloud into two elements— 
on the one hand the water contained within it, and on the other 
hand the dark cloud demon who encompasses and conceals as 
‘+ were the waters. Another difficulty, grave or which at any 
rate should have been felt as grave, was that the texts when 
mentioning the place where Vritra holds the waters captive, 
prevailingly speak not of clonds, but of mountains (parvata ; 
giri; adri); the traditional mode, suggested by the old Indian 
commentators already, of getting over this difficulty, was to 
assume a metaphor—the massive clouds in which the rain water 
is imprisoned being compared to mountains or rocks. We do 
not dwell on other defects manifestly besetting the old interpre- 
tation of the myth. Professor Hillebrandt’s imvestigations have 
changed all this, We now have an interpretation of the story 
which is altogether free from the mentioned defects and is 
in full harmony with the texts as well as with natural condi- 
tions. The method by which Profossor Hillebrandt establishes 
hie new thesis is simple enongh. He begins by examining the 
terminology and imagery of all those Vedic passages which 
refer to the waters being withheld by Vritra and set free by 
Indra, and determining their natural, unforced meaning; and 
then in the firat place compares and contrasts these Vedic texts 
with passages from later Indian literature which describe the 
effects of the hot season upon the earth and atmosphere and 
the coming of the rains. The manifest result of the comparison 
is that the two sets of texts display absolutely no parallelism of 
veneral spirit, imagery or phraseology : it in fact is as evident 
as possible that the two refer to entirely different natural phe- 
nomena. Professor Hillebrandt next proceeds to quote from 
western literatures (Latin, old Teutonic in its various branches, 
modern English, German, Swedish, etc.) a number of passages 
—which as he rightly remarks might with ease be multiplied 
indefinitely,—deseriptive of the effects on rivers and water gene- 
rally, first of winter and then of spring; and none I think who 
runs his eye first over this collection and then over the string of 
Vedic texts above referred to, will fail to be struck by the inti- 
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mate similarity of the forms of expression and imagery which 
connects the two seta. The winter, in northern literature, binds, 
fetters, arrests the rivers and fountains; spring or the sun of 
spring breaks their fetters and releases them so that they well 
forth rejoicingly, Soin the Veda, Vritra holds back or hinds 
the rivers or waters, lies round them so as to keep them impri- 
soned; Indra slays Vritra and makes the waters or rivers flow. 
The parallelism between the two strings of texts indeed is so 
close that each might be taken as an illustrative commentary on 
the other, | 

The conclusion we have to draw from this as to the meaning 
of the Vedic myth is obvious. Vritra is not a cloud demon ora 
demon of summerly drought; he is the demon of winter and 
cold who detains the waters in bonds of frost and ice; and 
Indra who slays him and sets free the waters is primarily a 
divinity of spring and sunlight. 

But, it will be asked, how can we, if at all ailmitting the 
myth in question to have a naturalistic basis, venture on having 
recourse tonatural phenomena which are in no way characteristic 
ofa country such as India? The story of Vritra’s doings and 
his conquest by Indra is after all an Indian one; while the idea 
of nature in general, and the waters in particular, being released 
from the bonds of winter and frost is characteristically and 
exclusively northern!—In what follows, we will attempt to 
answer this question, following in the main pomts but at the 
same time somewhat amplifying in certain directions, Professor 
Hillebrandt’s exposition. 3 

It of course is evident that the release of the frost bound earth 
and waters from the bonds of winter is the great seasonal event 
of the year in all those regions where the winter is long and 
severe, completely arrests and in part destroys the growth of 
vegetation, and largely interferes with the activities and comfort 
of men. The conquest of winter by spring, the delights of the 
warm season in contrast with the sufferings of the cold time, 
hence are topics of which the poets of northern nations have 
never wearied ; and accordingly they also constitute the basis of 
important elements in ancient northern mythologies. A special 
feature of the new life of nature in Springtime is the release of 
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the waters, from the fetters of ice and frost—the melting of the 
snow, the bursting of the icy rind of rivulets and rivers, the 
often enormously, increased volume of all running waters, and 
together therewith the softening of the ground and the spreacl- 
ing of water, in some places beneficial, in others destructive, 
over wide stretches of field and meadow, All these are 
strongly marked symptoms of the ending of the stern rule of 
winter in all cold countries which cannot fail to attract 
the attention and stimulate the imagination antl feeling of 
their inhabitants. But we have to note an important difference 
with regard to one of those great vernal phenomena. In regione 
where the fertility of the ground is prevailingly or exclusively 
due to rain, spread more or less evenly over the whole surface 
of the country and where runuing waters are not extensively 
needled for purposes of irrigation, the Increase of the volume of 
water of brooks and rivers due to the melting of the snow 
will no doubt attract attention, but not be felt as something 
specially beneficial : it on the contrary is well known that the rise 
of rivers dueto that cause and the floods caused thereby often 
have a simply devastating character. Quite otherwise are the 
natural facts and the effecta they have on men’s minds in places 
where running water constitutes the main agency, or one of the 
main agencies, for the fertilization of the country. There the 
rising of the rivers in spring will be the great fact of the year, 
and the mythological imagination will naturally tend to personify 
that agent or power which hinds the running waters in winter as 
a hostile malicious demon who in spring is conquered by a bene- 
ficent divinity who sets the imprisoned waters free for the 
ailvantage of the earth and men. 

Now the home of those tribes among which the hymns of the 
Itigveda in their actual form originated is generally held to be , 
the Panjab and eastern Afghanistin. In the present socal]- 
ed Panjab, the cultivation of the ground largely depends on 
irrigation. East of Lahore indeed, there 1s in good seasons a 
sufficient rainfall to render cultivation possible without iniga- 
tion ; but the latter resource is indispensable in less favourable 
seasons, and at all the times in certain districts. In the plains 
to the west of Lahore, on the other hand, the true land of the 
five rivers, the rainfall is so seanty that no cultivation at all can 
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be carried on without irrigation, and this has accordingly been 
the great resource of the country from the most remote ages. 
In modern times elaborate systems of artificial irrigation, by 
means of large canals, have been extensively resorted to: in more 
ancient times (about which detailed information may not be 
fortheoming) the natural irrigation due to the flooding, at certain 
seasons, of the ground along the river courses, helped by certain 
primitive contrivances to arrest the flow of water and facilitate 
its spread, had to be relied upon. We thus, in the west of the 
Punjab already, i.e. in the real Punjab, are outside the sphere 
of the Indian seasons proper ; here the annual burstof rain about 
the time of the summer solstice no longer is the great phenome- 
non of the year, its place is taken by the rise of the water of the 
rivers which sets in in spring, when the suow on the hills begins 
tomelt. Consequently, even if we refused to look for a natural 
basis for mytlis such as Indra slaying Vyitra and releasing the 
waters outside the limits of the Panjab, we yet could not possibly 
see in Vritra the demon of the great Indian summer drought, and 
in Indra the god who brings the rains of the monsoon : but 
should quite naturally be led to the interpretation of the myth 
proposed by Professor Hillebrandt. We ourselves, however. 
strongly favour the view—the legitimacy of which Professor 
Hillebrandt himself indeed emphasizes—that there is really no 
need for us to look for the natural antecedents of the oldest 
Indian myths exclusivly in India itself or even the Punjab 
only. The theory that the Aryan tribes at some time immigrat- 
ed into the Punjab and afterwards into further India from 
somewhere beyond Afghanistan has not yet been abandoned - 
and hence it remains distinctly open to the Vedic mythologist 
to search for a basis of Vedic religious and mythological concep- 
tions outside India proper, in some northern or north western 
region, In Afghanistan itself we are almost outside the sphere 
of the great Indian monsoon: there indeed is in many parts of 
the country a good rain-fall, but the most important showers are 
those of winter and spring ; and in addition to this, irrigation 
from streams is very extensively practised. In the regions 
adjoining Afghanistan proper—such as Seistan, the districts of 
Herat and Balkh, ete.—the prosperity of the country depends 
entirely, or almost entirely, on the rivers: cultivation can be 
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carried on only where water for irrigation purposes is available, 
and elaborate systems of canalization have been employed in 
those regions since the most ancient times. The most fertile 
parts are those near the hills, where running water is most 
abundant, A similar state of things prevails f urther to the north, 
in Turkestan, In all those regions the physical conditions are 
such as readily to supply the natural basis for a great myth 
symbolizing the struggle between winter with its checking and 
paralyzing influence on nature and more especially the life- 
giving waters, and the beneficent action of spring when the 
water again stream forth in abundance. The story of Vritra and 
the mighty god who overcomes him might of course be imagined 
to have originated in even more northerly parts of the earth— 
wherever infact the great event of the year is the conquest of 
frost and snow by the sunshine and the winds of spring ; and we 
know that ancient Iranian and Armenian legends speak of deities 
called Verethraghna and Vahagn=/Vyitrahan ; cf, Hillebrandt, 
vol. III, p. 188). For that special form, however, in which it 
appears in the hymns of the Ltigveda, where an evil demon 
keeps the waters or rivers captive within a stronghold in the 
mountains until a conquering god slays him and makes the 
rivers flow forth, no more suitable place of origin could be con- 
ceived than one of the regions mentioned above, situated some- 
where at the foot of the mighty mountain-chains which are 
massed together in the north-western corner of India—Himalaya, 
Hindukhush, and adjoining mountain-chains more towards 
the west or north—where the mighty rush of waters from the 
hills in the season of spring is to the inhabitants a patent and 
living fact and where the rivers are the great, often exclusive, 
bringers of that moisture on which the fertility of the country 
and human existence depend. As we have remarked above, the 
natural features of the Punjab are such that the myth might be 
conceived as having originated there; and it no doubt is quite 
possible that the hymns of the Rigveda which allude to the myth 
may have been actually conzposed in the Punjab. But the fact of 
the Tranians and other northern nations having a Verethraghna 
and so on, renders the hypothesis of the Indra and Vyitra story 
having originated in a more northern country distinctly probable. 
It of course has been recognised long ago that many of the 
i7. 
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references which the hymns make to stories of god and demons and 
heroes, produce the impression of the poets dealing with matters 
no longer truly living to them, but rather traditional and con- 
ventional, and often not fully understood. But so much certainly 
may be asserted that, even if the myth of Vritra being slain by 
Indra was first conceived in a more northern region, the natural 
conditions of countries such as Afghanistan and the western 
Panjab were not opposed to, but rather, favoured its being 
perpetuated. 

It is of interest to see that so learned and ingenious a writer 
as Mr, Tilak has arrived concerning Vritra and the waters, at 
eenclusions which in part at any rate agree with those of Pro- 
fessor Hillebrandt (Mr. Tilak's ‘Our Arctic home in the Veda’ 
was published in 1903, a year later than the 3rd volume of the 
‘Vedische Mythologie’. But it is evident that Mr. Tilak formed 
his opinions quite independently, and they of course may have 
been matured long before they were published). Mr Tilak alsa 

scerns the incongruities and in fact complete unsuitableness of 
the earlier interpretations of the myth of Vritra; he e, g. quite 

rightly objects to the ‘mountains’ mentioned so frequently and 
definitely being interpreted as clonds. We cannot here follow 
Mr. Tilak in the positive part of his theary, where he thinks it 
necessary to take us, for the right understanding of the myth, to 
the Arctic regions; the waters which the demon of darkness 
holds captive, beg according to him the cosmic waters or 
watery vapours which during the dark and cold part of the year 
are held captive by Vritra in some nether world, is an 
interesting general resemblance between this theory and that of 
Professor Hillebrandt; the latter however has the very great 
advantage of being simple and nataral, and while not exactly 
being * Indian" in a narrow sense, yet not compelling us to go out- 
side that sphere of physical and geographical surroundings 
in which the Indian Aryans are proved by very positive evidence 
to have been placed at one time. Altogether we do not hesitate 
to characterize Professor Hillebrandt's interpretation of the 
myth of Vpitra’s conquest by Indra as being the most import- 
ant contribution to the theory of Vedic mythology which has 
been made since a long time, We hold it to beso, because it 
undertakes to solve one of the main riddles of old Indian 


18, 





Reviews. 115 


mythology, and because the solution proposed is unforced and 
convincing. 

We do not for the present follow Professor Hillebrandt 
in his exposition of the later views concerning Vritra and Indra; 
and must also, on this occasion refrain from taking a survey of 
the remaining part of his volume (dealing mainly with Visnu, 
Pasan, and the Ashvinau). We shall have opportunities of 
touching upon some of the matters treated by him, in subsequent 
parts of this Quarterly, 
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the Vedantin imply certain definitions; and in this way 
demolishing themselves are (no valid objections but) mere 
‘nugatory reasons.'* But this is not so ; for the objections by 
means of which we impugn the definability of things are 
themselves undefinable: we in fact make use of undefinable 
objections only; how then can you tax us with self-contradic- 
tion? Moreover you, on your side, are unable to give a valid 
definition of the ‘ nugatory character of a Reason,’ and to apply 
that definition to our objections (and reasonings). 

(92). The Logician here starts a fresh discussion: “ You 
assert,” he says, “that the Universe is undefinable, because diffi- 
culties face you whether you regard it as real or as unreal, Now, 
what do you mean by this? Do you mean that there 1s a doubt as 
to the reality or unreality of the Universe? Or that you regard 
the Universe as something different from both, the Real and the 
ITnreal? In the former case, since of the two mutually contra- 
dictory characters, (of Reality and Unreality), one must belong 
to the Universe, the objections raised against one of the two 
views must be merely apparent (not valid), And it is the 
objections raised against the reality of the world that must be 
regarded as invalid, as necessarily results from the following 
considerations :—If we accept the theory of Reality, how can the 
objections to the Reality be valid at the same time ? [For 
truly, Reality is that which precludes all objections or shortcom- 
ings]. If, on the other hand, we accepted the theory of Unreal 
ty, everything would have to be regarded as unreal; and how 
then could the objections to, or defects of, that view be real (or 
valid)? The second alternative again is altogether impossible 
owing to sheer contradiction. For, we have the authoritative 
declaration—'In the case of two mutually contradictory terms, 
or conditions’ there is no room for a third term or condition’ 
(c.f. Nyayakusumarjali, Bibliotheca Indica, page 424). 

(93), All this, we Vedintins reply, is the argumentation 
of a man who has failed to grasp the position of his opponent. 
How can he who holds, as we do, that all things cannot be 
A“ Jmyuttara’ or ‘Jmti’ ja a kind of fallacy. If a reason is put forward in 
~ such a form as to demolish itself, it is esid to bea’ Inti’, Jitiis of twenty- 
four kinde—See Nyhyamaiijari, pp. 019 ot. seq., and Gautama-sittravyjtti I, 58. 
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ground of his mahility to prove or define the character or 
nature of *undefinability’? (Literally, how can he be urged 
to establish the reality of ‘undefinability’?] Is not this very 
undefinability included in ‘ all things'—which expression com- 
prises the whole phenomenal world ? We in fact are prepared 
to prove the undefinability of things, on the rules and methoda 
of the logician himself—* since all definitions whatever turn out 
to futile, it follows that the thing is undefinable;’ for the 
Logician himself tenches that, as between affirmation and nega- 
tion, the rejection of either implies the acceptance of the other. 
It, therefore, is in accordance with the methods of the Logician 
that we say, ‘the undefinableness of the Universe is proved’ ! 
In reality, however, we Vedantins turn our backs on all efforts 
to prove the reality or unreality of the phenomenal world, and 
take our stand upon the one absolute essence Brahman, whose 
nature is nothing but pure Consciousness or Cognition,—and in 
this, which accomplishes all our purposes, we find full satisfac- 
tion and peace of mind. 

(94). Those on the other hand, who (like the Logicians) 
undertake to ascertain the Truth by means of argumentations 
proceeding in strict accordance with the rules of proof and 
disproof devised by themselves, we address as follows :—This 
your method of argumentation cannot be right ; for as we have 
shown, it is refuted by arguments complying with all the rules 
devised by yourselves, For this reason there is no room what 
ever for criticism directed against the objections set forth by 
us ; for our entire refutation of your rules and methods proceeds 
in strict accordance with these rules and methods as laid down 
by yourselves. Nor may you nse the very fact of our setting 
forth those objections as a cause of action against us, For we 
have told you distinctly that arguments can be set forth only 
after it has been acknowledged that the argumentation is to be 
earried on by those who are indifferent as to the reality or 
unreality of the argumentation [so that our mere entering 
on the argumentation does not presuppose our acceptance of 
its reality.] 

(95). If against this you maintain that no discussion is 
possible unless the reality of the argumentation be acknowledged, 
—we reply that the said reality cannot be acknowledged without 
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our setting in motion one of the valid means of proof ; for cther- 
wise anything might be accepted as real. It, therefore, would 
be necessary to call in the aid of Framavas for the due appre- 
hension of the subject-matter of the argumentation, and so on ; 
we thus should be driven into a vicious infinite regress, and 
it would become simply impossible to start any discussion. 

(96). Nor may you say that, “since argumentations are 
actually accomplished previously (to the apprehension of the 
subject-matter), there is no need to look out for another argu- 
mentation (and hence an endless regress does not arise).” For 
if the argumentation is already previously accomplished, then,— 
since every argumentation is determined by its object (wtyaya), 
which is no other than the matter to be argued,—that object 
also will have been previously argued or considered ; and thus 
(both the argumentation and its object being already accom- 
plished) there would be no need of beginning any argumentation 
at all. “But, might it not be the case that some special point 
or aspect of the matter to be discussed has not been established 
previously, and that a further argumentation is begun on account 
of that?’ This, we rejoin, implies that the special argumenta- 
tion (or consideration) of which that special point or aspect is the 
object has not been accomplished previously. Your efforts by 
this means to escape from an infinite regress thus are as 
profitless as the chewing of a dry bone. 

(97). If, finally, you were to reject as futile the arguments by 
which, in full agreement with your own rules and methods, we 
have shown your theories to be futile,—this would mean neither 
more nor less than that you reject as futile those very rules and 
methods of yours. And if youshould attempt to refute our objec- 
tions (formulated in agreement with your rules) by means of the 
Vedintic arguments which we employ to refute your theories, the 
victory in the controversy would clearly rest with us, For you 
would in this way yourself prove our position, viz., that the 
arguments put forward by us are really effective in demolishing 
the position of opponents. Thus then the whole discussion that 
would be carried on between you and ourselves would be in the 
form that it will be your business to establish your position anil 
ours to demolish them; and in the course of such a discussion, 
victory could belong to you only in case you succeeded in 
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establishing your position [and hence you have no ground for the 
view that no discussion can be started by one who holds all 
things to be neither real nor unreal."] 

(8), For all these reasons, it remains an established 
conclusion that the whole phenomenon of diversity is totally 
inexplicable or undefinable; while Brahman alone constitutes 
absolute reality, free from all diversity. 





Section 6. 


[Non-duality is in a certain sense proved by the very doubt 
regarding it which our Adversary seta forth. And it is fully 
proved by the, inherently authoritative, Vedic texts that declare 
it,] 


(99), [Page 82]. Here the Logician interposes the question— 
“ But what is your proof for Nou-duality ?” This very ques- 
tion, the Vedantin replies, cannot be asked by one who does not 
admit Non-duality. Unless one has an idea or conception of 
Non-duality how could the question as to its proof be asked at 
all? For what you ask for is not proof in general, but proof 
which has for its object a particular thing; and such a question 
is possible only if the questioner has an idea of that thing, For 
every question is a kind of energy of speech, and all energy of 
speech is determined by the object of the idea (or cognition) 
which gives rise to the energy. If there were no cognitions 
determining the objects of verbal energies, general confusion 
with regard to those objects would prevail. 

(100,) If then you admit that you have a cognition of that 
Non-duality regarding which you ask a question, we further ask 
you—lIs this cognition of yours a true or a false one? If you 
hold it to be a true cognition, then the very same means of proof 
{or true cognition) on which that cognition is based is, at the 
same tune, the means of proof for Non-duality ; and as thus the 
means of proof is already known to you, the question is idle, 
Nor can we allow you to argue that, “ though the proof for Non- 
duality be already ka. bwn in a general way, yet what | want to 

© This is the explanation given by the Vidyasagari. The Shiakari explains 
the last sentence to mean that “in this manner there would be no end to these 
refutations anil counter-refntations.” 
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know is the particulars of such proof.” For as the proof known 
in a general way is enough to establish Nonduality, any further 
enquiry as to particulars would be as futile as an enquiry about 
the teeth of acrow. “In fact the knowledge of the proof in 
genoral will at the same time imply and bring before your mind 
the particulars required ; what need then of a further question ? 
For among the number of the well-understood means of right 
knowledge that one in which, in the given case, you have no 
good reason fo discern any defect, is the particular means of 
knowledge in which proof in general will find rest and be com- 
pleted. If, on the other hand, you on valid grounds trace defects 
in all the kinds of proof already known to you, the general 
proof will have to find its resting place and completion in some 
other means of proof which it may be found to imply. And if, 
finally, the purport of your question is to enquire as to the 
individual proof (that might convinee you), we reply that 1t 
is not possible for us in every case to put our finger upon all the 
individual proofs (that would convince each and every enquirer) ; 
and hence even though we fail to point out such an individual 
proof, there is no harm done to our position.T 

(101), If, on the other hand, you declare the cognition you 
have of Non-duality not to be true, then your question amounts 
to this—“* what is the proof for that which is the object of wrong 
cognition ?”—and does not this question clearly imply a self-con- 
tradiction { ? You perhaps will rejoin, that the cognition of 
Non-duality is false according to you, while it 1s true according 
to us (the Vedantins); and that hence it is to us that the question 
as to the proof of the cognition 1s addressed (and as the means of 
this can be called ‘ pramina,’ there will be no self-contradiction). 
But here we demur; we certainly do not consider it our busi- 
ness to point out the right means of proof for the cognition 


a 


* The meaning is that there can be no ‘ general” without the ‘ particulars’ 
constituting it ; hence there can be no idea of the former without the latter. 

+ The VidyasagarT says :—“ When the Logician ts asked—what is your proof 
for the existence of atoma ?—all that he can say is that wt is Inference ; and 
ha cannot, unless he be omniscient, put forward any particular inferential rea- 
soning that would convinee all individual enquires.” 

+ The ‘ seli-contradiction’ lying in this that the means of wrong cognition 
cannot be called ‘pramina’ (means of right cognition). 
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that you may have of Non-duality (and yet this is what is in- 
tended by your question, when it presupposes the trong character 
of the cognition of Non-duality). We no doubt hold Non-duality 
to be ever true; but does this imply that the means of proof, on 
which your cognition of Non-duality rests, are valid ? Let us 
imagine the case of a man who infers the existence of fire ona 
mountain, on which a fire is actually burning, from the percep- 
tion of a fog which he mistakes for smoke,—would this (errone- 
ous) cognition of smoke, which has fog for its real object, have 
to be regarded as a valid means of knowledge ? ® 

(102). Let your question, however, be allowed to stand in 
some way or other; we have a reply to it :—viz: that the proof of 
Non-duality is nothing else but the Veda, in which we meet with 
texts such as ‘one only without a second’, ‘there is no diversity 
whate—' (Brthadaranyaka Upanisad IV—iv—19.) We shall 
in the Ishwarahhisandhi show that the Veda is a valid means of 
true knowledge, and specially that it is such a means with 
regard to (not only things to be accomplished, such as sacrifices, 
but also) accomplished entities (such as Brahman and its Non- 
duality), For even if the passages making statements as to 
accomplished entities really had another import (viz., that of 
enjoining the meditating upon Brahman as one, non-dual)T, yet 
that import would rest upon the validity of what the connected 
words of the text directly express (i. ¢. the validity of the 
injunction of cognising or meditating on Brahman as one rests on 
the validity of the fact, directy stated by those texts, of Brahman 
being one); and thus only those texts would be capable to 
refute other means of proof (which the Logician might employ 
against the doctrine of Non-luality). We here must remember 
that cognitions remain authoritative in themselves until they 
come to be sublated o or invalidated by opposed cognitions (and 





~-@ Just as in this case, ¢ even though the cognition of fire is right, yet the 
means by which it is got at is not valid,—so it may be that even though your 
cognition of a certain thing may be right, yet you might have got at it by some 
invalid means. 

T The position of the opponents to the Vedtnts is that the authority of the 
Vedic passage consists only in laying down something to be done, and not in 
describing the real stateof things; and that hence what the Vedantic texts 
mean is, not that Brahman is really one, but that a person desiring final Release 
anould meditate upon Brahman as auch. 
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ao unless the conception of Non-duality based on Vedie texts be 
‘nvalidated by other means of proofs, it remains vilid). 





Section 7. 


[There is no force in, the objection raised hy the Natyfyika, 
that the Vedic texts which declare universal Non-duality are 
refuted by the ordinary means of knowledge, Perception in the 
first place, which reveal to us 4 world characterized by 
diversity. No tenet with a claim to universality can be estab- 
lished by Perception, which never extends to more than a 
limited number of objects and the difference of these objecta 
fram one another. It doea not, on the other hand, establish 
either the difference of those objects from the cognitions of 
them, or of the several cognitions from each other. In this 
latter sphere therefore the Vedic declaration of Non-duality at 
once asserts itself, without being encountered by any valid 
counter-authority; and if the general non-difference of the 
object from the cognition, and of copnitions from each other, 
has once been admitted, we are driven to view the difference of 
‘objects of thought from each other as a mere false appearance, 
which, just as individual falge appearances are due to some 
defect of the individual mind or sensory apparatus, is due to 
the great enamic defect (Avidy® or Maya), which somehow is 
attached to what alone is real—the principle of universal non- 
dual intelligence, All arguments which the Logician brings 
forward in order to prove that cognitions differ from each other, 
and that hence their objects also must be allowed to be 
different, can be shown to be fallacious.) 


(103). The Logician now proceeds to impugn the position 
that Non-duality is to be known through the Veda. The Vedic 
texts, he says, cannot be taken as valid sources of knowledge 
with regard to those matters which they appear directly to 
express; since such knowledge is sublated by sense-perception 
and the other valid means of knowledge. Hence we must assume 
them to have another, altogether different, import. 

(104). You are mistaken, we reply. You hold sense-percep- 
tion &e., to sublate the Vedic texts declaring Non-duality ; butas 
s matter of fact, perceptions, inferences and so on arise with refer- 
ence to their own limited objects only, such as a particular jar, or 

Kh, 47, 


124 Ixpian Tuoucatr: Khandana. 


piece of cloth and the like. But there is no sensuous perception 
or inference ete., acknowledged by both of us, which would 
apprehend all individual things, past, present and future, Such 
perception, if it existed, would make of you an omniscient per- 
son ; but I should believe in this your omniscience only if you 
gave proof of knowing what is going on inthe mind of myself, If 
then, sense-perception and other kinds of cognition have for 
their objects a few things only, they have no power to sublate 
the Vedic texts declaring Non-duality, which refer to other 
things also; for the rule is that a valid eognition sublates a 
contrary cognition only with regard to its own particular object. 
Were it not so, great confusion would arise: for instance, 
in that case, the Vedic text which enjoinsthe killing of a goat 
to be offered to Agni and Soma might set aside the general 
injunction of not killing any animals, so that the latter Injune- 
tion woulil become meaningless,® 

(105). [Page 90.] And if this is so, then the Vedic texts (which 
assert the oneness of all things) are not subject to any sublation 
(and hence are fully valid) in so far as intimating the non-dif- 
ference of the so-termed sublating cognition (i,¢, the perception of 
in(lividual difference) and the sublated cognition (i.e. the cogni- 
tion of general oneness), and hence do intimate the oneness of 
those cognitions ; and do you then mean to say that the percep- 
tional cognition sublates itself ? (as it would do if, as you claim, 
it were to sublate the Vedic cognition with which it is one), On 
what ground, indeed, could one assert that the Vedic texts 
which declare the non-duality of all existence, possess no validity 
with regard to the non-difference of the sublating (perceptional) 
eognition from its own object, ie. the jar, the cloth, and the 
difference of the two? For certainly the cognition of the 
oneness of all things cannot be sublated (by the cognition of the 
difference of two particular things—the jar and the cloth): since 
that latter cognition has for its object neither itself nor its own 
difference from the jar and the cloth. For the cognition actually 
presents itself in the form ‘the jar and the cloth are different 
Agnigomau ; another that no animal should be killed. The text argues that 
the former injunction, as referring to a particular animal only, does not set 
aside the authority of the latter, 
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from each other’; not in the form ‘I am different from the, jar 
and the cloth,’ or ‘the jar and the cloth are different from me.’ 
(106). As to the self-illuminedness (self-apprehension) of 

Cognition (which we Vedantins maintain), this means that the 
cognition bears witness to itself only, not also to the difference 
of itself from all those several things from which it may differ,” 
[fit were not so, (i.e. if all that from which cognition is different 
were the object of self-illumined cognition), then self-appre- 
hension would take within itself all those things and their 
differences: and would not this again lead at once to absolute 
Non-duality ?T 

(107). [Page 91.] * But if Cognition manifests ita own form 
(itself) as well as the form of its object, it must also manifest the 
difference (bheda) of the two; for difference is nothing but the 
individual character of the two things which differ!” If this 
were so, we reply, then, in the case of the erroneous cognition * the 
thing before me is silver’ in which the individual character of 
the this and the individual character of the silver are both mani- 
fested, the difference of the two would be apprehended at the 
same time (and this would mean that there is no error ; while 
such error is a matter of fact). t ‘ Letit then be said that what 
constitutes the difference of two things is (not their mere indivi- 
dual characters but) their individual existence as comprising 
certain specific attributes (and that in the case of error these 
specific attributes are not cognized).’ But then we may say 
the same with regard to (not erroneous) cognition also ; t. é., 

° This is in reply to the objection raised by the Prabhtkeara that in 
apprehending itself the cognition at the same time apprehenda its difference 

+ If, owing to the light of the cognition itself, everything would appear to 
it, then everything would be the cognition's ‘own'; in this way everything 
(apparently) different from it would at once become self-illumined cognition, 
and thus we should be led back to the view of universal Non-duality (Shiikari). 

t The opponent had maintained that Cognition cannot cognize itself and 
an object, without cognizing the two as different. This the VedNntin meets 
by pointing to erroneous cognition where there is cognition of two things (as 
e, g. the thing before me and silver) without cognition of theirdifference. The 
opponent replies that in erroneous cognition there is absent, not cognition of 
difference of the things themselves, but of the things na distinguished by certain 
attributes (if all the attributes of the thing before the onlocker were cognized, 
the thing would be recognised as a mere shell). 

“ | 
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Cognition while manifesting itself may not manifest its difference 
from its object. For on the view of the apprehension of this 
difference presupposing certain contacts (of the internal organ 
with the sense-organ, the sense-organ with the object, ete.) (such 
contacts would have to exist prior to the cognition of which they 
are the cause, but) such prior existence is not possible (since 
the contact which is an attribute of the cognition cannot exist 
prior to that of which it is an attribute.) Should it be argued 
on the other hand that, just as the Cognition does not depend 
on contact, etc., for its own apprehension, it is not in need 
of them for the apprehension of attributes also (such as the 
attribute of its difference from other things)—we demur on 
the ground that in that case (all kinds of cognition heing alike 
independent of contact etc.), there would he no distinction 
between direct apprehension and remembrance, and between 
valid and erroneous cognition.® 

(108), [Page 92.] As thus the perceptional cognition (of the 
jar and the cloth) is proved by the Vedic texts (declaring 
universal non-duality) to be identical with the jar and the cloth, 
how should that same cognition be capable of acting as a valid 
means to cognize any dilference of itself (in the form of the jar) 
from itself (in the form of the cloth)? And as perceptional 
cognition which you put forward as refuting the cognition of 
universal non-difference suggested by the Veda thus is found jn- 
capable of proving the difference of the jar and the cloth, the 
Vedic texts—having no contrary authority to meet, and enjoying 
unimpaired inherent authority, and being further rendered alto- 
gether invincible by the aid of ' Presumption'—fully prove 
the non-difference of those two things, without any possibility 
of their authority being obstructed,t ‘The conclusion is that, 
as the scope of the application of the scriptural texts thus is not 
limited in any direction, they constitute a valid means of proof 
for the conception of general and absolute Non-duality. 

* While itis an acknowledged principle that valid Perception is distinguished 
from erroneous one thereby that in the former there is an actual contact of the 
sense-urgan with the object eognised, which ia not present in the latter. 

7 Perception intimates no more than that the several objects of perception 
—Jam, pieces of cloth, etc.—are different from each other, not that they are 
different from the cognitions of them. Here then the Vedic teaching of general 
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(109). The argument that the cognition of difference (as 
immediately given by perception) cannot be explained other- 
wise (than on the basis of the reality of such difference) would 
by no means justify a conclusion contrary to the above. For 
in the first place perceptional cognition, because rendered doubt- 
ful by the Vedic texts which declare non-difference, cannot be 
proved to be a valid means of knowledge. And in the second 
place the cognition of difference {plurality) admits, like the 
cognition of a double moon, of being accounted for otherwise.” 

(110). [Page 95.) We farther must notice that Scripture 
emphasizes the word ‘ one ' (‘one only this was in the beginning, 
without a second’) by adding the word eva(ie. only, exclusively), 
and thus declares absolute Unity. The validity of sense-percep- 
tion and the other sources of knowledge which intimate plurality 
cannot, therefore, be justified by the assumption of there being 
both Diversity and Unity (which theory—the so-called *bheda- 
bheda’ theory—imight otherwise be held to satisfy the Vedic 
teaching as well as Perception &c.) 

(111). The Logician raises another objection. How, he asks, 
can the process of Non-duality being established by the Vedic 
texts—as assumed by vou—be the true one, considering the fact 
that cognitions do not operate by gradual stages ?T7 There 











non-(nality steps in directly and asserts itself with regard to the non-lifference 
of objects from their cognitions, and of cognitions from one another. But if 
the several cognitions ore really not different from one another, we must as- 
sume (by Arthipatti) that their objects also are not different. And this last 
step establishes absolute universal Non-duality. 

* The appearance of adouble moon is due to some defect of the eye of the 
spectatar. The appearance of Plurality in general is due to Neacience, the 
great commic defect. 

Tt The Vedtintin had, in whot precedes, asserted that the establishment of 
absolute Non-iuality proceeds by steps or stages: the Vedic texts at first 
determine their own non-difference from their objects, and after thot the non- 
difference of the objects from one another. To this the Logician objects that 
‘words ' after having produced a certain cognition, step in their operution and 
do not, by themselves, give mse to further cognitions; just as a certain action 
or effort which gives rise, let us say, to the separation in space of two material 
objecta does not give rise toa further separation, ‘The Vedic text thus, after 
having at onee given rise to a certain cognition, cannot be assumed to continue 
operating so as finally to establish the nonlifference of objects from one 
auother, 
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is, we reply, no force in this objection also. Asa matter of fact, 
the cognition of the Non-difference of things originates from 
the Vedic text at once, and form this there follow, develop- 
ing themselves by a succession of steps of thought as described 
above, our cognitions rezarding the several individual things— 
all of them, however, being based on the validity of the initial 
cognition of non-difference (which results immediately from the 
Vedic text.)* 

(112). But, the Logician resumes with regard to a previous 
argument of the Vedantin, even if the perceptional cognition of 
the difference between the jar and the cloth does not have for its 
object the difference between the cognition itself and those two 
things, how can, on this ground merely, the Vedic text be held 
authoritatively to establish the non-difference of that cognition 
and its object ? For another cognition, presenting to conscious- 
ness the difference of that Cognition on the one and jer and cloth 
on the other sideT, will refute the Vedic text declaring non- 
duality ! 

(115). The matter, we reply, is not as you presentit. In the 
case stated, the Vedic text, immediately abandoning its former 
object, will assert its authoritative force with regard to the non- 
difference from its object of that other cognition (brought forward 
by you) which apprehends the difference—from the jar and the 
cloth,—of the cognition of the difference between the two- 
and thus establishing the non-difference between that other 
cognition on the one hand, and the jar and the cloth and their 
difference on the other hand, it will not rest before having 
finally established the non-difference of all the things concerned. 
However far you may go (in constantly bringing forward other 
cognitions to sublate the Non-duality texts), you will at a 

© The stages may be thus explained :—(1) The Vedic passages afford the 

cognition of the Unity of all things; (2) then comes the ordinary sansnucus 
cognition of the Jar as different from the Cloth ; (3) this sensuous cognition 
ia found to be inconsistent with the previous valid cognition ; (4) this cognition 
of difference, therefore, is rejected aa invalid ; (5) thus the doubt raised as to 
the non-lifference between the Jar and the Cloth is get aside ; (6) the two are 
regarded aa one. And 50 on with each set of objects. Thus it is not Hecessary 
for the verbal cognition itself to come into play with regard to each of theae, 

Tf. ©. the cognition ‘ the perception which apprehends the difference of jar 
an piece of the cloth is not the jar and the cloth.’ 
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certain point have to admit a cessation of the series of sublating 
cognitions ; since otherwise in the first place there would be no 
room for the appearance in consciousness of any other object, 
and in the second place there would be an endless regress ; and 
to that very coguition at which you stop, the non-duality text 
will at once attach itself, and, thus having obtained a footing, 
reduce the entire series of objects and cognitions to Non-duality. 
And in this it cannot be arrested anywhere by any means af 
knowledge. Hence— 


‘Ae soon as the series of sublating cognitions, tired out as it 
were by running along way, comes to @ stop, it is overtaken 
and vanquished by the Non-duality texts catching it up from 
behind! (8.) 


(114). [Page 98.] Nor can we allow an argument which the 
Logician might possibly here propose, viz., that at the point 
where the series of cognitions (establishing duality) comes to an 
end, there would be the cognition of another person which would 
supply the proof for difference. For in that case you will have 
to point out some proof for the fact of that other person cognis- 
ing the last, cognition of the preceding series as different from its 
object. It will not do to say that the proof lies in the cognition 
of again another person (for this would lead us into an infinite 
regress), Nor may you say that such a proof may be supposed 
to exist (even though you be unable actually to poimt it out). 
For, firstly, a merely supposed proof would at once be set aside 
by the well-ascertained cognition afforded by the Vedic texts ; 
and secondly, even if such supposed proof were effective, you 
would have the same infinite regress, 


(115). ‘The Logician may at this point attempt to find 
a new basis for his view—as follows:—As a matter of fact, 
he says, the Vedic declaration of Non-duality having been found 
to be sublated by ordinary cognitions (perceptional and the 
like), when the series of those cognitions is followed up to a few 
stages (as the Vedantin also admits in his last reasoning), we 
may infer, on the strength of that actual sublation, that im 
further following up the series that cognition also, which itself 
ig not the object of a further ‘ representative ’ cognition (anu- 
vyavasaya), possesses sublative force with regard to the Vedic 
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declaration. This is to say—having found the declaration to 
be sublated in some instances we, therefrom, infer its sublation 
in the case of the last cognition also, on the ground of the 
latter belonging to the same calegory (‘cognition’) as the 
former. Tothisalsowedemur. For, we ask, in which of the 
two following ways do you mean to prove that the Vedie declara- 
tion is sublated by that last cognition—is it by means of a 
cognition constituted by nothing else than the apprehension of the 
invariable connexion (vyapti) (between cognitions and the fact of 
their being different from their objects)\—such vyapti-cognition 
resting on any cases, among the whole number of cognitions 
where the two terms are observed to be connected as more 
and less extensive terms ?—or is it by means of an (inferential) 
cognition which, having that last cognition for its object, 
manifests that the probans (the ‘reason’ or middle term on 
Which the inference rests) is Present in that last cognition, — 
that inference being supported by the knowledge of an invariable 
cognition observed in the case of other cognitions ? ® 

(116). [Page 100.] Neither of these lines of argumentation 
we can accept, To the former we object that if the cognition 
af general concomitance were to be accepted as independently 
{t. ¢, without a further explicit inferential process) exercising its 
sublative power with regard to particular cases also,—then the 
particular cognition also (which is the outcome of the inferential 
process based on the notion of cohcomitance) would already be 
contained in that general cognition; and how then could it be 
said that there is any inference ? tT Then as regards the second 

* On the former alternative the case of the last cognition is considered 
proved by immeiliate reference to the general proposition ‘ All cognitions aro 
different from their objects.’ Qn the latter alternative the following formal 
inference is made— That last cognition is different from its object, because it 
is & cognition, like the cognition of a jar and the like," 

T The ordinary process of deductive reasoning consists in inferring a 
particular fact from a general fact. If thie general fact were encugh to 
accomplish by itself the particular fact, whut would be the use of the process 
of inference? For instance, if the universal premise ‘men are mortal ' were to 
imply, as it stands, the mortality of Socrates, there would be no need for the 
explicit inferential process comprising another premise ‘Socrates is A man", 
and & conclusion ‘Socrates is mortal’, 
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argumentation, If you regard the inferential cognition as 
what sublates the Vedic declaration, then, in as much as that 
‘ference (which would prove the difference beween cognitions 
and their objects) cannot include itself within its scope (1, ¢. 
as the inference while proving that all other cognitions are 
different from their objects may not prove this with regard to 
itself), the Vedic declaration of non-difference will at once get a 
foothold on that inferential cognition, and, as we have shown 
above, from there extend over the whole series of cognitions 
and objects. 

(117), The Logician then puts forward the following in- 
ference :—All the cognitions in question are diflerent from their 
objects ; because they are cognitions ; like the cognitions of the 
jar and the cloth. This, he says, is an inference in a strictly 
general form, including the cognition itself also, and hence will 
prove also the difference of itself from its object. You 
are again mistaken, we reply. For (although the inference may 
prove the difference of the cognitions from their objects, it 
does not prove the difference of the objects from the cogni- 
tions, and hence) the Vedic declaration af Non-duality which in- 
timates the non-difference of the object from the cognition will 
allow no room for the above inference. And if, to controvert 
this, the Logician should maintain that what the mference 
proves is (not the difference of the cognition from the object 
but) the mutual difference between cognition and object, we 
should have to point out the difficulties connected with the 
probans of that inference.” 

(118). And even granting that your inference proves the 
mutual difference between a cognition and its own object, it 
proves nothing with regard to the difference of that cognition 
from other cognitions and their objects; and hence Scripture, 
encountering no opposition as to this latter point, will at once 
rush in, declaring the non-difference of one cognition from the 
object of a second, and of a third cognition from the object of 
the second and so on, and thus in the end triumphantly establish 








® If the proposition to be proved is ‘cognitions and objects are mutually 
different from each other’, what should be the probans? ‘Because they are 
cognitions '?—this would prove nothing as to the objects, * Because they are 
objecta’?—this would prove nothing regarding the cognitions. 
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the Non-difference of all, Nor can you give to your conclusion 
the following form—‘ all cognitions are different from the objects 
of all cognitions’; for this would imply that a cognition which 
itself is the object of another cognition is different (in its cha- 
racter of * object’) from itself (in its charactar of ‘ cognition’}— 
which is an absurdity. Nor may you eseape from your difficul- 
ties by stating the conclusion in the form—‘ all cognitions are 
different from all cognised objects except themselves’; for the 
Non-dualist who maintains the non-difference of all things 
refuses to accept the qualification ‘excepting themselves’ (which 
implies difference); and as your probandum thus is one not 
acknowledged by your opponent, your whole inference is invali- 
dated. 

(119), The reasons set forth also leave no room for the ob- 
jection that the Vedic declaration of Non-duality is effectively 
counteracted by the declaration ‘all things are different’, which, 
in the absence of sublation, must be regarded as self-evident. 
For if this declaration be taken as asserting the difference of all 
things from some thing, the argument would be needless, since 
we Vedintins also admit the difference of all unreal things from 
the one Reality—Brahman, If, on the other hand, it be under 
stood as asserting the difference of all things from all things, 
this would imply the absurdity of things being different from 
themselves. And if you should wish to qualify the ‘from all 
things’ by the added clause ‘ but itself’, the Non-dualist would 
refuse to admit that qualification. 

(120). Thus then—If you make ‘all things’ the subject 
(minor term) of your inference, you lay yourself open toa double 
criticism—there is nothing left to constitute the ‘ probans’ and 
the “instances ' of your inference (for the minor term has swal- 
lowed up every thing), and you arrogate to yourself omniscience 
(for none but an omniscient person can make an assertion 
regarding all things). If, on the other hand, you leave some- 
thing outside the sphere of your minor term, that something 
constitutes the doorway through which the scriptural Non-duality 
texts march in (and disestablish all difference or duality), (9). 
And for the same reason, even the ‘Presumption’ based upon 
the ‘difference’ cognised by the first (sensuous) apprehension 
(of the difference between the Jar and Cloth, for instance) cannot 
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aublate the Vedie declaration of Non-duality; as that * Pre- 
sumption’ itself will eventually stand in need of being appre- 
hended. (10).* 





SECTION 8, 


[Further arguments against the position of the Naiyayika. 
The latter frequently invalidates his reasoning by making an 
initial assumption of the reality of difference, which premiss the 
Vedantin refuses to accept. | 


(121). But, the Logician resumes, we find that everything in 
this world may be associated, in a positive as well as a negative 
judgment, with that ‘difference’ the conviction of the existence 
of which is implanted in our minds by repeated impressions ; 
and this prevents the Vedic declaration of universal non-differ- 
ence from giving rise to a corresponding cognition. But 
In this objection also there is no force. * For words (verbal de- 
clarations) are capable of giving rise to ideas relating even to 
absolutely non-existing things (as when the verbal stutement 
‘on the tip of my finger a hundred elephants are disporting 
themselves’ gives rise to the corresponding idea),—and also, as 
lougas there is nothing to sublate it, to a true cognition, 
firmly based on the intrinsic validity, (svatah-pramanya) that 
belongs to all cognitions’ (Shloka-varttika IT. 6). (11) 


Again, he also (wiz., the Prabhakara) who holds the view 
that in all cases of verbal cognition there must be absence 
of the apprehension of non-connection (of the things spoken of), 
declares that, in the of a cognition which is not sublated 
(by another, stronger, cognition) the non-apprehension of a 

"As this Presumption can not establish any difference beiween itself and 
tg own apprehension, this will aupply the necessary basis for the declaration 
of Non-duality, which having thus got a footing will eventually establish Uni- 

*We, on the ground of invariable experiance, tnhesitatingly affirm asa well 
tink ‘the jar is different from the eloth' as that ‘the jar is not the cloth; 
and so of all things. Against the rooted conviction thus expressing itself the 
Vedic declaration of universal non-difference is unavailing. 
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non-connexion which is absolutely non-existent, is invariably 
accompanied by the apprehension of a connexion.” (12) 

(122), Nor can the Vedie declaration of non-duality be sub- 
lated by any reasoning as to the impropriety (of accepting the 
validity of such a declaration in the face of perceptional 
experience to the contrary); for on account of its substratum 
being absolutely real the Vedic declaration is stronger than 
Reasoning, which is not of such nature. (13) 

Moreover, reasoning based on impropriety can claim superior 
force with regard to that only which, when once in operation, 
does not cut off the very root of such reasoning; in the case in 
question it has no such force, since the contrary takes place.7 (14) 

(123). The Logician (taking up the thread of the discussion 
from para. 118) now reasons as follows -—You, Vedantin, argue— 
‘Such and such a thing \e. y. the last but one cognition of the 
series) is uot apprehended as different from such and such 
another thing (e. g. the last cognition); and this non-lifference 
having once been established by the non-duality texts, by this 
means universal non-iluality is established in the end.’ But the 
fact is that that primary difference (the apprehension of which 
you deny} is apprehended by me at the very time of discussion 
(so that the Vedic declaration of Non-duality is unable to obtain 
a foothold), And hence your attempt to disprove difference is 
futile, whether you bring forward an alleged instance of non- 
difference, ornot. (For in the former case we ineet you by 
affirming our consciousness of difference, and in latter, you, of 





eourse, can prove nothing). 


* The Mimimsaka maintains that in cases of valid engnition fod iO © Ver- 
bal statement (as when somebody says ‘bring the cow’) there is absence 
of any cognition of non-congruity (ayogyath) between the things spoken of, 
and that together with this non-coguition there goes the cognition of con- 
gruity or connexion. The Vedintin, accepting this, declares that, for the same 
reagons, there is cognition of congruity in the case of the verbal statement 
‘all this is one "—a cognition which, as shown before, is not sublated by any 
other valid means of knowledge. 

+ The basis of the reasoning from impropriety is, in the given case, the 
generally held notion of the practical or relative reality of individual existence ; 
and this the Veda—which insists on the oneness of all existence from the meta- 
physical or absolute point of view—loes not deny. The reasoning from impne 
priety thus in deprived of its basis. 
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(124). Not so, we reply. You maintain that, when I say,— 
‘You have no valid cognition of the difference between the final 
cognition of the series and the cognition produced by the Vedic 
declaration of non-duality as well as other cognitions’—you at 
that very time have a valid cognition of that difference, But 
that cognition cannot, at that time be obtained through percep- 
tion, because at that time the final cognition {of difference) is 
not actually present (and there is perception only of what is 
actually present). Nor could you arrive at the desired cognition 
either by means of a reason (i. e. the proving middle term in an 
Inference), or by presumptive reasoning (arthapatti);* for in 
neither case would the reasoning have any force against the 
upholder of Non-duality; since iu the alleged inference the 
Probans would not differ from the Probandum ; and similarly 
in the ‘presumptive’ reasoning the alleged ‘ impossibility’ 
would not differ from that without which that impossibility 
cannot be avoided. And how then could any valid cognition 
arise from such mere semblances of Reasoning ? Nor may 
you (the Logician) plead that the difference is known to you 
full well, and that henee the Probans is well established for 
yourself at any rate. For in that case all speech on your 
part will be altogether purportless; since speech is meant 
to inform and convince others, Anil if, on the other hand, 
you keep silent, you will not escape the charge of being a 
dullard. Nor will it help you to say that you yourself have a 
fully valid cognition of the difference, and that you express it 
in words merely to make it known to others ; for the fact is that 
others have no confidence in your words. When two opponents, 
each of whom is eager for victory, meet ina discussion, the 
words edo et ay one e of them to the other serve a — 
differs from the Saaition “hictesed by the Vedic dhascaseie because the two 
are produced by severa! agencies.” But this inference the Vedintin holds to be 
fallacious, because the difference of agencies on which it rests is not acknow- 
ledged by him.—The * presumptive’ reasoning would be in the following form,— 
“Tf there were no difference between the two cognitions, the {net that persons 
having no knowledge of the Veda have no cognition of non-duality could not 
be explained.’ But here the alleged ‘ impossibility’ is explained by means of 
difference, and the difference again is postulated on account of the impossibility 
—which constitutes a vicious circle. 
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only if they initially arouse in the latter the desire to hear what 
the former has to say and eventually produce in his mind a valid 
cognition. But this the words of the Logician, when addressed 
to the Vedantin, fail to accomplish; for as we have already ex- 
plained, in neither case (i. ¢. neither by way of inference nor by 
way of ‘presumptive’ reasoning) is the point on which the 
reasoning hinges proved for the Vedantin. Nor will it avail 
you to say ‘even if my words do no more than produce a doubt in 
the mind of the Vedantin, the Vedic declaration will be sublated 
in so for as regarded as doubtful, and hence you will be unable 
to prove by it the doctrine of Non-duality.’ For as to him who 
holds the view of general Non-duality all difference is something 
non-established, the defects of the opponent's reasoning—such 
as the non-difference of the prebans from the probandum and 
the like—will ever be present to him, and hence there will be no 
chance of doubt ever arising in his mind. 

(125). Thus then for the steadfast warrior who takes up the 
single mighty ‘weapon, of Brahman ’® and heeds nothing else, 
there can be no discomfiture in the sport of battle, (15) 

(126). Then again, with regard to the object of the cognitions 
or thoughts of another person (from which you would geek to 
differentiate your own cognition), we can indeed forma vague 
general idea of them as ‘something that he is thinking of’, or 
‘something that he wishes to say’; but without some special 
determining circumstance we are unable to apprehend the par- 
ticular object of which he thinks, or which he wishes to express. 
You, therefore, never can obtain a valid cognition of the difference 
of such an object from the last cognition (of the series of 
cognitions in that person’s mind); since for this it would be 
absolutely required for you (the person other than he to: whom 
the cognition belongs) to have an idea of the particular object 
thought of by the person (the difference wherefrom, of the 
cognition, is meant to be cognised by you). For without the 
idea of that particular thing, the difference from which is meant 

to be cognised, there can be no cognition of difference ; since if 





® The ‘Brahm&stra' Avi aise “ower "SA all to SinatleutnEe 
ancient archers ; there is also a play upon the other meaning of the compound 
— the all-powerful weapon in the shape of Brahman’ (the one Reality accepted 
by the Vedintin.) 
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this were possible, it would be possible for a thing to be cognised 
as different from itself.* And as the declaration of Non-duality 
thus at once gains a footing, how can you stop it from ultimately 
establishing the oneness of all that is? Thus then, we ask— 

Having but a vague general notion, and never a definite 
particular one, of things, how can you prevent the texts declaring 
Non-duality from gaining a foothold? (16). 

(127), *But", the Logician asks, ‘does not your refusal to 
acknowledge any difference or diversity involve you in flat 
contradiction with empirical thonght, speech and action, which 
are based upon diversity of words and things ? There is 
no contradiction, we reply, as we shall fully explain later on. 
Moreover, that contradiction with which you charge us requires 
to be proved in some way ; but since, according to the Non- 
dualist, there is no difference between that against which the 
charge is levelled and that which is used to establish the charge, 
there is no real charge at all. Hence— 

‘Even though the champion of Non-dualism carry on the 
discussion on the basis of Diversity (understood to be something 
non-real), how can the charge of Self-contradiction be established 
aeainst him hy means of arguments which are not proved to be 
really different from what they are meant to impugn Bo ( TT): 


® The translation follows the interpretation of the commentators, It however 
appears to be much simpler to take the passage in the following manner :— 
“You cannot have any valid cognition of the difference of the other man's 
esgnition from the object he may be thinking of, without knowmg the 
particular object that he is thinking of ; for it is just possible that that very 
same cognition may be tha object of his thought; and certainly this cognition 
cannot be rightly cognised as differing from itself.” This interpretation is 
not altogether unwarranted ; as Raghunitha Shiromapi refers to it as the 
interpretation of ‘ Shripida’. 
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[We, moreover, the Vedantin continues, call upon the Logician 
to give a valid definition of the difference between things which 
he says is evidenced by Perception, A thorough examination 
of the several definitions proposed shows them all to be des- 
tructive of the very thing they are meant to define. For if, 
on the one hand, difference is viewed as éutering into the 
essential nature of the things that differ, the relation between 
the latter, if duly thought out, is found to be one, not of 
difference, but of identity. And if, on the other hand, differ- 
ence is held to be something extraneous to the things that 
differ, the need of establishing a connection hetween difference 
on the ome and the things differing on the other hand drives 
us into the assumption of an endless series of telations—which 
explains nothing, | 


(128). Another aspect of the question here demands con- 
sideration. What, we must ask, are we committed to by the 
view that Preception and the other means of knowledge refute 
the scriptural declaration of Non-duality, in as much as throngh 
them we apprehend the difference from each other of things 
such as jars and pieces of cloth ? 

(129). What, we ask, have we to understand by the diff er- 
ence of things which you say is known throngh Preeeption ? 
Is this difference constituted by the nature of the very individual 
things which differ *? or is it to be defined as the mutual nega- 
tion of those things ? or as the difference of attributes ? or as some- 
thing else ?—The first alternative is inadmissible. For, if what 
constitutes the difference from each other of the jar and piece of 
cloth is their very nature, it follows that the two have no individual 
existence without either implying the other. For where there is 
a difference, it must be a difference from something; were it not 
so, to say ‘ difference constitutes the nature of a thing’ would be 
no more than a statement of two synonymous technical terme. 
And if what Perception apprehends as the individual nature of 
the cloth were nothing else than the difference of the cloth from 
the Jar, the jar would enter into the very individual being of the 

| *('n this view, to say that the, ‘jar differs trom the cloth’ is to gay that the 
‘yar is iteel7 and the cloth is iteel/' ; and thus the ' difference’ of a thing is only 
He own self or nature, 
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cloth, and this would mean that Perception which was put 
forward as revealing difference would operate in an exactly 
opposite way and establish non-difference ! 

(130). You, our opponent replies, interpret the Perception 
of difference as presenting to consciousness non-difference; but 
please just pay attention to that aspect of it also which presents 
difference. If the two things were identical, the cognition 
would be either that of a jar or of a piece of cloth; not that of 
the difference of the cloth from the jar ! 

(131). The counter-argument, we reply, would be valid if 
we, while holding non-difference to be absolutely real, at the 
same time denied the illusory existence of difference, Hence— 

The cognition, which does not present to conciousness non- 
difference can never present difference; but it is valid with re- 
gard to the former only, not to the latter—for this would imply 
the contradiction (by the apprehension of difference) of that (1, e. 
the apprehension of non-differeuce) upon which it is itself 
dependent. (13)° 

(132). Our opponent, changing lis ground, now says that 
what constitutes the individual nature of the cloth, is mere 
difference (not so far implying difference from any definite thing 
such asa jar); thisabstract diflerence is, when we add ‘from 
the jar’, further defined by the jar which ts the ‘ connterentity 
of the diflerence *, and as such distinet from it.T But this 
also, we reply, is inadmissthle. For of a difference, apart from 
a definite counter-entity, no valid conception can be formed; as a 

matter of fact, knowledge of difference always refers to difference 


® The difference of jar and cloth can not be present to consciousness without 
the apprehension of the jar by itself and the cloth by tteeff; while the jar and 
cloth may be present to conaciousnes without their difference being apprehen- 
ded; hence the apprehension of difference is dependent on that of non-<lifference, 
and lence non-difference alone is real’ (Shinkari). That is to say, without the 
apprehension of non-difference there can be no apprehension of difference ; 
hence the latter can never be true; as that would mean the denial of the 
former upon which it itself depends. 

7 A thing which differs’ is the counter-entity (correlative term ; pratiyogin) 
to ‘difference’ .—On the above, second, form of the theory sccording to 
which* bheda’ is ‘svartipa-bheda'’, the jar does not enter into the self uf the 
cloth as an essential attribute or determination (vishesana)—as it did on the 
fret form—, but only as an accidental attribute (upalaksana). 
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determined by a definite thing from which something else 
differs. Moreover, what an extraordinary piece of reasoning 
is it to argue that the essential individual character of a 
Piece of cloth (which by your view is difference and) which, 
as such, should be independent of everything else, becomes 
‘difference’ from something actually only when coming to be 
defined by that counter-entity (the thing from which it differs)*! 
Truly, what is blue by its own nature, does not become blue 
when defined by yellow as a counter-entity ! 

(133). Also consider what follows. You maintain that 
‘¢lifference’ is constituted by the individual nature of the cloth 
in 80 far as determined by a counter-entity, ¢.g.a jar. Is it then, 
we ask, the essential nature of the jar which constitutes the 
jar the counter-entity of the cloth, or some attribute of the jar? 
On the former alternative, the individual nature of the jar is 
nothing else than its being the counter-entity of the cloth: the 
jar thus absorbs the cloth within itself: and the unavoidable 
result is the identity of the two. Nor can we allow you to 
assert (in a manner analogous to what you hail above asserted 
with regard to difference) that the nature of the jar consists (not 
in its being the counter-entity of the same definite thing but) In 
the mere abstract character of being ‘ counter-entity’, and that 
lis relation to the cloth—‘the jar is a counter-entity with regard 
to the cloth,'—is something further, different. For there can be 
no valid cognition of something having the character of eounter- 
entity, without relation to some definite other thing of which it 
is the counter-entity. And further, the idea or form of expression 
‘with regard to the cloth’, also will give rise to difficulties, 
whether this relation be viewed as the essential character or a 

mere attribute of the jar. T 
| “The Srariipa of a thing belongs to itself independently of all things: and it 
is not dependent upon its specification by any counter-entity. Hence if the 
difference be the Svartipa of the cloth, it must be independent of the jar. 
But this is not possible. 

TDoes this * being defined by its relation to the cloth,’ constitute the essential 
character or an attribute of the jar? In the former case, the cloth enters into 
the essential nature of the jar ; in the latter case, it becomes an attribute of the 
jar; and then the principle spplies that an attribute and that to which the 
attribute belongs are non-different. Both alternatives thus imply identity of jar 
and eloth. 

ith. 64, 


Cuarrer I.—Section (9). 141 


(134). Nor is the second of the above alternatives (in para, 
133) tenable. For tf ‘ being a counter-entity with regard to the 
cloth’ is an attribute of the jar, then the cloth will enter into 
the very nature of that attribute; and this establishes non- 
difference of the cloth with that attribute (and hence on your 
view the cloth would be the attribute of the jar)! And if the 
eloth thus is shown to be an attribute of the jar, the jar will, by 
an analogous argumentation, be shown to be an attribute of the 
eloth ; for the character of bemg a counter-entity, which belongs 
to the cloth, being definable only in relation to the jar, no other 
position could possibly belong to the jar (but that of being an 
attribute of the cloth), And the result thus would be that 
each of the two things would abide, or be contained, in the 
other, unc at the same time be that in which the other abides 
or is contained, Butas a matter of fact there is no means 
of knowledge that gives us a valid cognition of the cloth 
abiding inthe jar and at the same time the jar abiding in 
the cloth, (Moreover, what view shall we, in this case, take 
of the attribute and that to which the attribute belongs?) Are 
the two connected by a definite form of connexion or relation, 
or are they not so connected? In the latter case, anything 
might be the attribute of anything. If the former, an endless 
series of connexions or relations would have to be assumed (for 
it would be necessary to account for the connexion of that 
delinite relation with its two terms, by the assumption of a 
further connexion, and so on), And if, in order to avoid this 
endless regress, the relation, either at the very beginning or at 
some later stage, were assumed to be dependent on the very 
nature of the things related ( i.e. to be a so-called svabh@va or 
svaripa relation, which makes it needless to assume a further 
relation), then this would lead to absolute Non-duality; inas- 
much as just as the attribute in question, being related to one 
thing, constitutes the very svartipa or nature of that thing (the 
relations between the two being of that kind),—so in the same 
manner, when that same attribute would be related (by that 
same relation, which is the only one possible according to the 
view set forth) to another thing, it would constitute the very 
starupa or nature of this latter thing also [and thus the nature 
of both these things consisting of the attribute in question, there 
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would be non-difference between the things themselves], This 
sane reasoning can be upplied to all attributes of things (as with 
regard to these also we can put forward the same alternatives 
as above). The result is that Perception which according to 
you isa valid means to cognise difference as constituting the 
essential nature of things, really proves universal Non-duality. 

(135). The Logician here comes forward with another argu- 
ment. Whenever, he says, we view the jar by itself, without 
reference to other things, then we cognise it as a jar only ; while 
when we view it with reference to other things, as e. g. a piece 
of cloth, then we cognise it in the form of ‘ difference from such 
objects’ (this being only two different ways of viewing one and 
the same object). This also we cannot admit. For the 
cognition of difference (of the jar from other objects) is of a totally 
different nature from the cognition of the jar by itself. And 
this difference of character would not be imparted to the cogni- 
tion if the jar only were (in both cases) the object of cognition. 
Nor may it be argued that the difference of the two cognitions 
is due to the fact that in the cognition of ‘difference’ (of the jar 
as different from the cloth &ec.) the cloth, ete., enters as an 
additional element (so that the cognition in one case would he 
of the jar, in the other case of the jar plus the cloth). For the 
cognition of difference is something quite different from the 
cognition of the jar and the cloth. ‘The jar and the eloth, ’ 
‘the jar is different from the cloth’—these are two cognitions 
of which nobody truly ever is conscious as equivalent. Nor 
is the reason far to seek ; for any dispute as to what 
in each case constitutes the object of cognition is cut short 
by the fact that in one case the nominative case (‘and the eloth’) 
is used, and in the other the ablative case (‘ from the cloth"); 
and that with regard to this use there is no possible option. 
Asa matter of fact, we observe that when the notion to be 
formed is that of the jar and the cloth, nobody ever thinks of 
the cloth as different from the jar. For all these reasons we 
conclude that for forming a definite idea of the jar there is no 
need of the consciousness of the cloth. 

(136), Nor is it a fact that where a certain cognition is the 
cause of another, the thing which is the object of the cause 
cognition always presents itself to the mind in the ablative 
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case (‘from that’), * while the thing which is the object 
of the caused cognition presents itself in the nominative 
case (‘this’). For if this were so, then in all percep- 
tional cognition the object of the definite or concrete cognition 
isavikalpaka, which is the second stage in the process of 
perception) would appear in consciousness in the nominative 
ease, together with the object of the non-definite (or abstract, 
nirvikalpaka) cognition (which is the first stage in perception) 
in the ablative case.t And similarly, in all cognition from 
Analogy, the thing that is remembered (through Analogy) would 
appear to consciousness in the nominative case, together with 
the similarity (which is the cause of the cognition) in the 
ablative case: (i. e. our cognition would be ‘on account of its 
similarity to a cow, this is a gavaya, bes gavaeus) ; while the 
cognition only is‘ this isa gavaya. We hence arrive at the 
conclusion that even though the consciousness of every one 
testifies to the fact that what presents itself tothe mind in the 
form ‘the jar is different from the cloth’ is nothing else than 
the difference of the jar in relation to the other thing cloth ;— 
and this would imply that the form of the jar consists in its differ- 
ence from the cloth ;—yet this view cannot be upheld, merely 
on the ground that the cognition of the jar is dependent upon 
that of something else (the cloth, or difference from cloth) ; 
for if we admitted this we should be committed to the absur- 
dities mentioned above (of there arising cognitions such as 
ghatatwat qhatal ete). 

© This ia meant to meet the argument that the fifth case (Ablative) does 
not necessarily, in the cause under discussion, denote difference ; when we say 
‘ dhamat-vahnil' (‘from the smoke, fire") we mean that fire is inferred from 
the amoke ; analogously the collocation of words * patat ghatah’ might indicate 
that the cognition of the cloth is the cause of the cognition of the jar—The 
meal is that causal cognitions, even when actually existing do not appear in 

sciousness in the form of a term in the ablative case. 

t 1. «. the complete perception of some individual jar would express itself 
in thonght and speech in the form ‘ ghatatvid ghatal‘ 1. ¢, “ from the clasa- 
character (or Universal) *jar-nesa', the (individual) jar." In perception there 
first arises an indefinite cognition of a certain group of generic characterist 
(* This is a thing belonging to the class ‘jars'); and from this there splines 
the cognition of the individual jar, with its definite shape, colour, ete. But 
as a matter of fact the finizhed cognition presents itself to consciousness, onl 7 
in the form ‘(this is) a jar.’ 
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(137). The above reasoning also disposes of the view that 
the Vedic doctrine of Non-duality is refuted by Perception in 
as much as revealing to us that difference among things which 
consists in their mutual negation, anyonrabhi@ea, (the second 
alternative noted in para 128). For the arguments already set 
forth prove, in the case of mutual negation also, that that very 
thing, difference from which is maintained, enters into the 
nature of difference itself. 

(138). [Page 712] Moreover, the mutual negation between 
jar and cloth, as indeed between any two things, must be held 
to have for its counter-entity the identity (tadatmya) of the two. 
Now if this identity were not admitted in any way (to exist) it 
would not be possible to form a valid cognition of the negation 
that is qualified or defined * by that identity; for there can 
be no valid cognition of a negation qualified or defined by 
something that, as ¢, y. a hare’s horn, is an absolute non-entity.t 
The reason of this is that whenever a means of right knowledge 
operates with regard to something that is qualified or defined 
by something else (e. 9. a counter-entity, as in the given case), 
it cannot act without presenting to consciousness the latter thing 
also; and when this latter isan absolute non-entity, no valid 
cognition can establish itself with regard to the qualified 
or defined thing itself. Nor can it be asserted that the 
negation in question, having for its abode the jar, must be 
allowed to have for its counter-entitv the cloth (not the iden- 
tity of jar and cloth), and thus is not open to the damaging 
objection that it has for its counter-entity an absolute non- 
entity. For if this were so, what difference would there be 
between the mufwal negation under discussion, and that other 
kind of negation or non-existence which the Logician terms 
suheargahhiva (negation or non-existence of connection)$? It 





® An inseparable or permanent attribute is called the ‘vishegana,’ and an 
accidental one ‘ upalakgena.' 

7 The negation of an absolute non-entity wonld itself be devoid of existence 
or méaning. 

+ And this menns that there can be no valid cognition of the mutual 
negation in question. 

§ The Logician postulates three kinds of Negation (1) Atyantabhara — 
Absolute Negation, (2) Atyantabhava or Mutual Negation, —i. «. the wuabiiel 
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will not be right for you to explain the difference between the 
two negations un the ground that the negation of connection 
between jar and cloth means that ‘the negation of the jar’ is in 
contact with the cloth,—while the mutual negation or negation of 
Identity of the cloth (in the jar) means that the negation of the 
jar constitutes the very nature of the cloth; [as you do not 
hold this view which ia held by the Prabhikara only]. For these 
reasons the difference between mutual negation and negation of 
connection must be held to lie therein that while the counter- 
entity of the latter includes mere ° eonnection,’ the counter-entity 
of the former includes ‘ identity’ between the things concerned, 
And in this way you cannot escape from the aforesaid absurdity 
of admitting a negation that has for its counter-entity an absolute 
non-entity. 


(139). Nor may the Logician argue that all that * mutual 
negation’ between the two things—jar and cloth—means ts that 
the generic character of the cloth does not reside in the jar, nor 
the generic character of the jar in the cloth. * For, according 
to the Logician, the generic character of the jar and that of the 
cloth possess no attributes on account of which the two charac- 
tors could be negatived with regard to each other (or distinguish- 
el); and as from this it follows that the two characters are 
identical, any means of knowleilge, negativing the generic 
character of the cloth with regard to the jar and that of the jar 
with regard to the cloth, would thereby intimate that both the 
cloth and the jar are devoid of the generic character of cloth as 
well as of that of the jar. And as thus there could be no pos- 
sibility of difference (between the jar and the cloth), either im 
point of attributes or of essential nature, there would be nothing 
to determine what should be the counter-entity and what the 





of one thing in the other and pie verea, and (3) Samsargahhara or Negation of 
Connection. ‘The difference between the last two is that in the latter we only 
deny the connection of one thing with another, while in the former, what we 
deny is the identity between the two. In the one case the counter-entity of the 
negation ia identity, while in the other it only the thing of which we deny 
the connection. 


® By this explanation the Logician avoids the contingency of having the 
‘identity ' between the two things as the counter-entity of * mutual negation.’ 
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entity in the so-called ‘mutual negation, and hence the latter 
could never be the object of a valid cognition. ® 

(140). For the same reasons the Vedie view of Non-duality 
cannot be refuted by Perception, viewed as manifesting that 
difference of things which consists in their (alleged) difference 
of attributes (dharma). For in the case of difference of attri- 
butes also, these attributes are nothing else than generic cha- 
racters—such as ghatatea and patatra. Now you must maintain 
either that there is a further difference of attributes in those 
attributes, and then you involve yourself in either of the follow- 
ing difficulties,;—the difference of attributes rests in itself (thus 
involving the absurdity termed @miishraya, « thing resting in 
itself) or Gf you base the difference on another difference and so 
ou) there arises an infinite regress; and, in addition to either of 
the difficulties, we actually are not conscious (of any other 
differentia of things but their generic characters); and none of 
these difficulties you cun remove ;—or, m the second place you 
hold that there is no difference of those differences (i. e. that the 
ghatatva and the patutva are one), then the differences of attri 
butes become one ; andl how then can they establish difference 
between thew substrates (i, e, the jar and the cloth) ? 

(141). Then again we ask—Does that difference of attri- 
butes which constitutes the difference of the jar (from the cloth, 
ete.) subsist in a substrate other than the jar, or in a substrate 
nen-different from the jar? The alternatives proposed being 
contradictory ones, uo third alternative is possible. 

(142), On the former alternative, the same question would 
aguin arise with regard to that difference which differentiates 
the two substrates of the ‘difference of attributes ' (i. e. weshould 
again have to ask‘ does that difference resile ina substrate 

different or mon-different from the jar’ ete.) ; and as the reply 


° Tf the mutual negation of jar and cloth is constituted by the mutual nega- 
tion of the generic characters of the two (the ghatatva, jar-ness, residing in the 
ghata, and the patatva, cloth-ness, residing in the pata), then those classchar- 
acters themselves cannot be distinguished from each other; since no similar 
further Universal resides in them (lor of ghatatva and patatva no ghatatva-tva 
and patatva-tva can be predicated). And the two class-charucters becoming in- 
distinguishable i. ¢. identical, they can no longer serve to distinguish the cloth 
and the jar ; and it thus becomes impossible to maintain a relation of mutual 
negation between the two latter. 
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(given in favour of the former alternative) would again give 
rise to @ similar question, an infinite regress would result. 
Well, the opponent says, let there be an infinity of differences ! 
This cannot be, we reply. For if an infinite number of differ- 
ences were to connect themselves with their substrate in eucees- 
sion, they could not enter into relation with a thing having an 
existence limited in time (such as a jar). ® Let us then 
assume that all these differences attach themselves at once to the 
thing as soon as it enters into existence! But what then, we 
ask, is there to determine what particular difference subsists in 
the substrate qualified by what other difference? | Who indeed, 
in the absence of all distinction, will be able to settle the contest 
between them all ? Moreover, since in each case, the sueceed- 
ing difference (in the series of differences) would render the 
full service required by the immediately preceding one (viz. by 
accounting for, or establishing, it), the series of differences 
while advancing in front would melt away from belind—like 
the learning of a student who has a weak memory; and what 
solid basis (of difference) would then be left for the series ? 

(143), And thus it is in all other cases also where an ‘endless 
series * is admitted. 

The reasoning of him who commits himself to an endless 
series las three irremediable defects—(]) as each sueeeding 
difference is accepted, each preceding difference lapses as need- 
less: (2) there is nothing to determine what difference subsists 
in what substrate possessing a certain difference ; and (3) there ts 
no evidence for holding that many differences inhere in the 
single object (the jar), (19). 

(144), [Page 124]. If, on the other hand, in order to escape 
from an infinite regress, we should stop alter a few stages and 
(instead of explaining the difference at which we halt by a fur- 
ther difference) agree to find the difference of the two things in 
the mutually exclusive characters of the things themselves,— 





® The jar exists for o short time only ; hence it will not be in existence 
till eternity, ao as to become related to the endless differences coming up in 
muiscearion, 

{ The meaning is that if the infinite number of differences were to come 
down upon the object all at once, there would be no means to ascertnin their 
orderly successive dependence on one another. 
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then in that ease it would follow that the two things whose in- 
dividual characters would be held to consist in being mutually 
excluded only, are really devoid of all individual character (for 
the exclusion of the entire character of the jar means nothing 
positive, and that which has this character will thus have no 
character at all), Let it then he said that it is not the 
entire characters of the things which are mutually excluded, but 
only a particular aspect of those characters, But in that 
case, as it would be only a particular individual aspect of the 
character of the jar that is excluded by the cloth, the entire 
character of the former would remain unexcluded by it: and 
thus there would be no diflerence between the jar (im its 
entire character) and the cloth, the two becoming one and the 
same | 

(145), In reality, however, you are bound ‘to explain what 
you understand by that particular aspect or character of a thing 
which, you say, is different from its character as a whole (or its 
general character). You will perhaps say that you do not 
acknowledge a general character which extends over all indivi- 
duals (as ¢, g, all jars); but that the term ‘character’ (svartpa) 
has many meanings and is applied to individuals which all 
have their particular characters. But if this reasoning 
were admissible, we should at once have to abandon all hope of 
establishing any generic entities, such as ‘gotva’ (the class 
characteristics, or the Universal, ‘cow’).* Nor, in the second 
place, can there be an apprehension of the eonnextion with regard 
to the application of the term ‘ character ’ (form; svariipa) to 
each separate individual (which are endless in number).+ 

(146). Lf, then, the character of things consisted of the 
individual things themselves (and not in any generic character 
comprehending all individuals) then, as soon as the thing is 
perceived, its character would be perceived: and (since this 
character is ex hypothesi, the particular character which distin- 
guishes it from all other things) there never would be a doubt 
as to what the thing is (while as a matter of fact on seeing an 

* For Universals such as gotva (cow) rest on the assumption of a generic 
character which is present in all individuals of a certain class, 

T For the apprehension of the denotative power of words also Pre-supposes 
general notions comprising many individuals. 
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object from a distance, etc., we often are in doubt as to what 
particular thing it 1s). 

(147). There remains the other alternative (proposed in para. 
141)—viz., that difference resides in that which is non-different 
from it, But this would imply that even the individual jar 
which is apprehended as one, would, owing to that difference 
(which ex hypothesi is non-different from it) appear as diverse, 
manifold! Wethus could never get at anything that would 
he one only; and there being no one (no unity), how could we 
have diversity (whieh is only the negation of unity ; remember- 
ing also that there can be no negation of an absolute non-entity) ? 

(148). The above reasoning also sets aside the view that the 
difference (of the thing) resides neither in the thing as deter- 
mined by difference nor in the thing as not so determined, but 
simply in the thing viewed as neutral with regard to the stated 
alternative. © 

(149). Reasoning of the above kind also enables us to reject 
the theory that difference is—neither the nature of a thing, 
nor mutual negation, nor diflerence of attributes—but an attri- 
bute or quality which has an existence hy itself, and is also 
called ‘separateness’ (prithaktva). For this theory also ‘ halts’, 
and hence is incapable to escape from the objections set forth 
above,—riz., on the ground that difference cannot reside either 
in what is different or what is non-different from it, ete. 

(150). If finally, in order to avoid the contingency of 
difference being identical with that in which it abides (a con- 
tingency arising under the theories of mutual negation and of 
difference of attributes discussed in previous paragraphs), it be 
held that the Difference (of the Difference from its substrate) 
abides in itself, then there is ‘atmashraya '—the absurdity of a 
thing abiding in itself. If to avoid this, the Difference should 
abide in another difference, and so on, then there would be an 
infinite regress. And if, in order to preclude this infinite 
regress, you were, at any stage, to deny the difference between 
the difference and that in which it abides, then, availing itself 
of the opening afforded by the non-difference thus arising, 

° On this view also a thing would have to be regarded as different from 
iteelf ; for it would be neutral as to itself being determined or not determined 
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oneness will slip in, and in a moment spread over the whole 
line of differences (reducing them all to nothing). 

(151). We thus have fully shown that the vedic declaration 
of Non-duality is not to be refuted by Perception. As for 
Inference and the rest, they cannot, even according to your 
view ®, sublate Vedic teaching. (20). 

And as for ‘ Presumptions,’ they do splendid service to the 
Vedic teaching, marching in front of it like valiant soldiers and 
destroying all enemies and obstacles in its way. (21), 





* According to the Logician also, Scriptural Authority is more authoritative 
then Inference. Otherwise, he would have to accept the human skull as 
‘pure, on the ground of the inforence—‘ the skull is pure because it is a part 
ofan animal, jike the tail of a cow,'"—even in face of scriptural authorities 
declaring the skull to be something unclean. 
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may be accounted for on the ground of morbid affections of the 
eye, etc., there is no need of our assuming an additional general 
cause, termed Nescience, For the adhyisa and its material cause 
must have one and the same substrate ; while in the instance 
adduced by you, the substrate of the adhyisa is the Self, while the 
substrate of the morbid affection is the sense-organ. “ But,” 
it is objected, “the adhyasa of silver has for its substrate the 
shell, while Nescience, which you hold to be the material cause 
of the adhyasa, resides in the Self ; it thus appears that even on 
your view the oneness of substrate for the adhyasa and its cause 
cannot be established in all eases !”’ You are mistaken, we 
reply. As we shall prove later on, the adhyasa also abides in the 
Self, and is only in contact with the shell. 

Let us then say, the antagonist resumes, that Nescience con- 
stitutes the material cause of the adhytsa of things \arthadhyisa) 
only; while the Self and the internal organ constitute the ma- 
terial cause of the adhytsa of cognitions or ideas (jnanadhyisa). 
For in true (non-erroneous) cognitions one or other of these 
two, according to different theories, is the substrate af cogni- 
tion ! This also may not be, we reply. For as to the Self, 
it is incapable of change (and hence cannot be the cause of an 
effect). And as to the internal organ—this, for giving rise to 
cognitions, depends on connexion with the sense-organs (in the 
case of perception), or on some inferential sign (litga; in the 
case of inference). In the case of adhydsa, however, no such 
connexion, etc., is possible. For as the false thing (e.g. the 
silver in the shell)\—which has its being in the cognition only 
—does not exist previously to the cognition, wherewith should 
the sense organ enter into contact? The presence and absence 
of the sense organ’s connexion with the thing are concerned 
with something else, wiz., the cognition of that which is the 
substrate of the erroneous cognition. Nor can it be said that 
the erroneous cognition originates just from this contact of 
the sense-organ with the real substrate; for in the absence of 
contact with a false thing the ideaof that false thing (te. 
erroneous cognition) could not be accounted for. Nor again 
can it be said that the case of erroneous cognition is analogous 
to that of recognition—as when e. g. the Devadatta, whom we 
had seen on a former occasion is suggested to the mind through 
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the impression he had left thereon, and then identified with the 
Devadatta now before us; for if the erroneous cognition were of 
this kind it could not be an erroneous one. Nor again can the 
erroneousness of the cognition be explained as due to the 
absence of contact of the sense-organ with the real substrate - 
for if that contact were absent, the false thing super-imposed— 
which as false is not itself capable of contact with the organ— 
would not present itself as something immediately perceived, 
“ But, " our opponent argues, “in the case of false objects the 
internal organ in no way requires the co-operation of the Sense ; 
for we observe that dream cognitions arise without such 
co-operation !"" Well, we reply, even if the internal organ were 
held to modify itself, without the ee-operation of the sense- 
organ, so as to assume the form of the cognition of the false 
object, it yet would remain destitute of the character of 
cognising subject; and hence the cognition of the false object 
could not accomplish itself (through the internal organ alone)! 
“ Let us then assume that the internal organ, although not of the 
nature of intelligence, modifies itself at the time of eognition 
of the false object, so as to assume the form of cognizing 
subject; or else that the Self acts as the cognizing subject!” 
This alao may not be, we reply. For as erroneous cognition, 
true cogmition, bondage and release have 1ecessarily to be viewed 
as abiding in the same substrate, it would follow from your 
theory that the internal organ, being the subject of erroneous 
cognition, must also be the subject of true cognition, bondage 
and release, But we hold that it is the Self that is the subject 
of erroneous cognition; and this is possible only if we assume 
that the material cause of error is Neacience abiding in the 
Self. There thus remains no alternative lut to assume Nesclence 
as the material cause of adliyasa. 
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[That * Nescience ’ (‘ non-knowledge ') is something positive, 
not mere negation or absence of knowledge, is proved im the 
first place by direct intuitive consciousness. Whenever we are 
conscious of nen-knowledge, there is not complete absence of 
knowledge (for if this were so, there would be no consciousness 
at all) ; there rather is cognition of the presence of something 
which interposea itself between the cognizing mind and the 
object of which we are conscious as not known—this something 
is positive ajifna. The person who thinks or says‘ I do not 
know this’ is conscious of himself, of the this, and of ajiifma 
owing to which he is conscions of the thing as not known : of 
this ajiina he is conscious as directly ase, g. of pleasure or 
pain, In such a state of non-knowledge the light of impersonal 
consciousness illumines the cognizing individual Self, the 
object and Nescience. What takes place when an object pre- 
viously not cognized comes to be cognised is that the internal 
organ begins to function (in the form of Perception, Inference 
and so on) and dispela Nescience.—The positive nature of ajifina 
may further be proved in the way of inference :—Oognition 
is of the nature of light which illumines what previously was 
obscured by (positive) darkness : it, therefore, must have for its 
antecedent a positive entity which obstructed cognition. | 


Nor can the existence of such Nescience be called into 
doubt, For when our thought expresses itself in forms such 
as ‘l am not-knowing, ‘| know neither myself nor others,’ we 
are immediately conscious of a certain power of Nescience 
(avidya-shakti) which is not of the nature of intelligence, and 
which, while having the Self for its abode, extends itself over all 
inward and outward things. “ But why should we not hold 
that the object of that immediate consciousness is (not a positive 
entity termed Nescience) but mere non-knowledge (2. ¢., absence 
of knowledge)?” Because, we reply, we are directly 
conscious of that Nescience, in the same way as we are (directly 
conscious of pleasure and pain in cognitions such as ‘I am 
pleased’ and the like. Mere non-existence or absence of a thing, 
on the other hand, is known (not through direct, intuitive know- 
ledge but) through the sixth means of knowledge.* 

® According to the Vedantin, ns also according to the Mimfrisake, there are 
maiz means of knowledge,—(1) Sense-perception, (2) Inference, (3) Words, (4) 
Viv. 43, 
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You deny that there is immediate intuitive knowledge of a 
positive ajiana; but how then do you deal with judgments 
such as ‘there is no knowledge in me’ (‘I have no know- 
ledge’)? If you admit that this judgment implies conscious- 
ness of the Self as a substrate of knowledge and of knowledge 
as an attribute of the Self, it would be absurd to say that there 
is immediate consciousness of the absence of knowledge. If, 
ou the other hand, the knowledge of those two factors is not 
implied in that judgment, the immediate knowledge (expressing 
itself in the judgment) could not arise at all, since there would 
be no cause of it (7. ¢., if we were not conscious of the Self and 
of knowledge, we could not form the judgment, ‘there is no 
knowledge in me"). 

But [an objection is raised by the advocate of the view that 
we are, in these cases, conscious of the mere absence of know- 
ledge], as practical activities (viz., efforts either to take possession 
of something, or to avoid or abandon it) are the result of all 
knowledge, we accept them in all cases as evidence from which 
the presence of knowledge is inferred ; and, vice versa, we infer 
from the absence of such evidence the absence of knowledge! 

Un this explanation also, we reply, there remain the difli- 
culties pointed out above with regard to the case of substrate 
étc., of knowledge being known and to the case of their not 
being known. The same difficulties also remain if, with the 
Bhatta (Kumarila) we should hold that the absence of know- 
ledge is to be inferred through the sixth means of knowledge 
(a. é., anupalabdhi, non-perception).t 
Analogy, (5) Presumption and (6) Valid non-perception (anupalabdhi). It is 
this last that is here meant. The absence of a thing cannot be cognised by any 
of the first five means of knowledge,—it can be known only by the sixth, 

® There is no practical activity without an object (for all activity ia either 
towards, or away from, some object). If then the object of a practical activity 
is not known, its negation or absence (abhifiva) also cannot be known; for the 
cognition of the negation of something pre-supposes the cognition of the 
counterentity of that negation as well as its substrate. If, on the other hand, 
the object of the activity is held to be known, it would be self-contradictory 
to infer therefrom the absence of knowledge of the object. 

{ For in that case our judgment would have to be formulated as followe— 
‘there is absence of cognition of that of which there is non-perception.’ Now, 

Viv, 44. 
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Qur view, on the other hand, is that the negation of know- 
ledge in general (i. ¢., the positive ajnana of the Vedantin) is 
known through ‘witnessing ' (saksin) consciousness; while the 
absence of cognition of particular things (such as a jar) Is 
founded on nou-perception (anupalabdhi) in accordance with the 
view of Bhatta which is accepted as true for all practical 
purposes. 

If again, following the view of the Puranas, we should not 
allow any such thing as‘ negation’ or * non-existence ' ,abhiiva), 
explaining the destruction of a jar through a blow not as a case 
of ‘emergent non-existence’ of the jar, but merely as a new 
manifestation of the jar in the form of pieces of a jar; these 
again, if the blows are continued, appearing as a kind of powder, 
and the latter finally being reduced to atoms—; then of course 
the question of such negation being inferred from * non-percep- 
tion’ would not arise at all. 

But, the opponent resumes, as vou also adimit that Nesrience, 
although not the mere negation of knowledge, is put an end to 
by knowledge, low can you account for the immediate consei- 
ousness Of Nescience, expressing itself in the form ‘/ am 
not-knowimg —into which cousciousness there enter as factors 
the knowledge of the substrate of cognition (the ‘I"), and the 
object ? * There is no real difficulty here, we reply. The 
substrate of cognition (the ‘l’), its object and Nescience are all 
three of them illumined by (i.e, are the objects of) the ‘ witness- 
ing consciousness (s&ksin). This witnessing consciousness, 
while proving the substrate and the object, in the same way 
proves Nescience also; it does nol put an end to Nescience. 
What does put an end to Nescience, is a cognitional energy of 
the internal organ. And there is no cognition of the latter kind 
when we are conscious of ‘not-knowing.” There is, therefore, 
nothing contradictory in our position. 

But, a new objection is raised, in the judgment ‘1 do not 
know the jar’ the jar wluch here defines Nescience (in so far as 
if this that is known, there cannot be non-pereeption of it. If, on the other 
hand, itis not known, there again can be no non-perception, for all non-percep- 
tion must be of something. 

* If knowledge puts an end to Nescience, how can Nescience—testified to 
by judgments such as ‘Ido not know such and such «a thing —co-exist with the 
cognition undoubtedly expressing itself in that judgment ? 
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being the special object which is not known) cannot be the 
object of the witnessing consciousness which has no relation to 
that jar; for the knowledge of an external object depends on 
that special means of knowledge with which the object is con- 
nected, Nor is the jar, in the case under cliscussion, copnixed 
by one of the means of valid Knowledge; for those means put 
an eud to Nescience (which the judgment asserts), 





Quite true, we reply. The jar cannot by itself be the object 
of the witnessing consciousness, But in so far as possessing 
the attribute of not being known the jar does enter into relation 
‘o that consciousness—Nescience thus being the mediating 
factor—and in this way becomes its object. But, it may 
be said, if the jar by itself cannot be the object of the 
saksin-consciousness, the fact of its having the attribute of not 
heing known cannot bring about the relation in question ; for— 
to quote an analogous instance—a taste which by itself cannot 
be perceived by sight, does not become perceptible through the 
fact of its belonging toa substance that is visible! This 
again is inconclusive reasoning, we reply. For others hold. that 
an atom, although not by itself an object of direet internal 
experience (m@nasa pratyaksa), yet becomes such by entering 
as a defining element into the cognitional act expressing itself 
as ‘I know the atom '—which cognitional act itself iz an object 
of internal experience. Ordinary experience supplies analogous 
instances ; Ralin, e.g., although not perceptible by itself, be- 
comes an object of perception as soon as it comes into contact 
with the moon which it obscures. And as we have explained 
above already, the view of others (i. ¢., the Naiyayikas) as to 
the judgment ‘I do not know the jar’ gives rise to insuperable 
difficulties, whether the jar which is the defining element of 
the absence of knowledge be said to be the object of conscious- 
ness or not. The conclusion therefore is that all things are 
Objects of witnessing consciousness, either as known or as not 


= 

















© The Naiyfyika holds that there is no knowledge without an object. Are 
we then to say that, in the case of the state of consciousness expressing itself 
in the form ‘I do not know the jar,’ the jar is an object of consciousness or 
not? On the second alternative, we cannot be conscious of the abwence of 
knowledge of the jar; on the former alternative it would contradictory to 
epeak of absence of the knowledge of the jar. 
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known. But, on this view, there will be no difference 
between objects known and objects not known; and this will 
imply the nselessness of the means of knowledge (throngh which 


negative operation,—(viz,, that knowledge arises when the instru- 
ments of knowledge, Perception and the rest, are operative and 
does not arise when they are not operative). By no means, 
we reply, In the same way as Nescience imparts to its object 
(i. ¢2., the thing not known) the attribute of not-being-known, and 
thereby mediates the connexion of the object with witnessing 
conscionsness,—so a means of knowledge imparts to its object 
the attribute of betng-known, and in this way puts it in connexion 
with consciousness. This view entirely discards the objection 
raised. And we thus have shown that the immediate cogni- 
tion ‘I am not-knowing’ proves the existence of Nescience as a 
positive entity. 

For the sake of those, however, who are not to be pleased by 
anything but inferential reasoning, we in order to prove the 
positive nature of Nescience set forth the following argumenta- 
tion, which in no way depends on the proof resting on immedi- 
ate perceptive knowledge: ‘Cognition (of the kind here under 
(liseussion) due to the recognised means of valid cognition must 
have for its antecedent some other positive entity which abides 
in the same place-as the subsequent cognition: which is put an 
end to by the cognition; which obscures the object of cogni- 
tion ; and which is something other than the mere antecedent 
non-existence of cognition ;—for cognition possesses the attribute 
of illumining an object previously non-illumined ;—Just as that 
attribute is possessed by the light of the first lamp lit in a dark 
place.’ In this syllogistic argument Cognition is qualified as 
‘due to the recognised means of valid cognition,’ because if 
the subject of the inference were cognition (or knowledge) in 
general (not thus qualified), it would comprise so called anurada 
knowledge also (i. e. knowledge not originated by one of the 
means of knowledge, but a mere repetition or re-statement of 
knowledge already gained), and with regard to such knowledge 
the reason in the syllogistic argument would have no proving 
force. The clause ‘of the kind here under discussion’ is 
introduced, in order to exclude so-called ‘ stream-cognition " 

View. 47. 
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(dhartrthika jiaina, which is constituted by a flow of cognitions 
each of which exactly reproduces the preceding one; so that 
each cognition is preceded not by Nescience but by another 
eognition), If instead of * some other positive entity’ the words 
‘positive entity’ were used, these words might be taken 
as referring to the Self which is the substrate of all cognition; 
and then the inference would, superfluously, prove what 
is proved already (riz. that all cognition pre-supposes the 
Self), Of the four clauses which qualify ‘some other positive 
entity,’ the first—' which abides in the same place ete.'—excludes 
any causal factors of the cognition which lie outside the 
substrate of cognition (i. e. the Self). The second clause— which 
is put an end to, ete,’—excludes dharma (i. e. religious, or moral, 
merit) and the like. The third clanse—‘ which obscures the 
object of cognition "—excludes previous cognitions, The fourth 
clause— which is something other, etc '—excludes previous non- 
existence of knowledge. By all this together there is established, 
as the antecedent condition of knowledge, positive Nescience 
which possesses all the stated qualifications. ‘Not previously 
illumined" is added as a qualification of the object, in order to 
exclude ‘ stream-cognition ' (where the second cognition illumines 
what is already Wlumined by the first); the ‘lamp' is qualified 
as ‘ first’ in order to preclude the ‘stream of light,’ issning from 
the lamp, which is devoid of both (the character of illmmining 
what is not already illumined and that of having for ita an- 
tecedent some other positive entity, &c,, &c.); the clause ‘ina 
dark place’ is added in order to preclude the case of the lamp 
lit in a place which is already lighted. 

[Page 18). That this Nescience which we postulate as the 
material cause of adhyfsa is inexplicable (anirvachaniya) must 
necessarily be assumed ; since otherwise the two-fold adhyasa, 
itself inexplicable, of things and cognitions could not be areount- 
ed for, It cannot be accounted for otherwise : for if the material 
cause were real, it would follow that its effect also is real. Simi- 
larly we must assume Nescience, the material cause, to he 
without a beginning; for otherwise it would not be the funda- 
mental (ultimate) cause. If it had a beginning we should have 
to assume an eudless retrogressive series of material canses, and 
thus should never reach an ultimate canse, | 
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We thus have conclusively established that the material 
cause of adhydsa is Nescience which is a positive entity, has no 
beginning, and is of an inexplicable nature; and has the univer- 
sal Self for its substrate and its object. 





IX 


[The * obscuration ' or * concealment’ due lo Nescience, how- 
ever, is an effect produced not upon the Not-Self, buton the 
Self only. The effect of ajiifina upon the Not-Self is that it 
throws over it a false appearance, an illusory projection 
(viksepa): upon the shell there superimposes itself the false 
appearance of silver. ‘Obscured’ in the proper sense of the 
term can be only that which is of the nature of light ; and 
such of course is not the nature of the Not-Self. When * non- 
knowledge ' of some part of the Not-Self ts put an end to by 
the energizing of the internal organ, the special illusory 
projection concerned ts refunded in its casual substance— 
general ' Nesvience ; while in the case of supreme cognition— 
the cognition of Brahman—general Nescience is put an end to.) 





But—our opponent raises a new difficulty—does this Neseience 
conceal the Not-self in the same way as it conceals the Self? or 
does it notdo so? The former alternative is inadmissible, since 
there is neither any proof of such concealment, nor any assign- 
able purpose of it, For were there any means of proof for it, the 
result of that means would have to present itself in the follow- 
ing form—‘ this blue thing is concealed by Nescience ;’ and that 
such should be our state of consciousness is clearly impossible, 
either at the time when we perceive the blue thing (for then 
it evidently is not concealed); or at the time when we do 
not perceive it (for then we know nothing whatever about 
it). You perhaps will say that while concealment of the 
blue thing through Nescience indeed is impossible at the time 
when the thing is actually apprehended, such concealment is 
to be inferred for the previous time. But this we deny, for 
the reason that no basis for such an inference can be assigne:l. 
For, we ask, should the inference be based on the fact that 
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the blue thing is apprehended now?® [or thereon that it is 
known. now only aud oot ever before)? or thereon that otherwise 
the recognition ‘this is that very same blue thing [ knew 
before ' could not be accounted for? or thereon that otherwise 
we could not account for the fact that in the interval between 
the original cognition and the recognition there is no remem- 
brance of the thing cognized? The first alternative cannot be 
accepted ; since in the case of so-called ‘stream-cognition’ the 
thing cognized in previous moments is cognized now also— 
which shows that cognition of something at the present moment 
does not depend on previous concealment of the thing. Nor can 
we accept the second alternative ; as that would involve a “vicious 
circle: the idea that the thing is known now only being 
based upon the idea that it was concealed, and the idea that 
it was concealed being based upon the notion that it is known 
now only. The third alternative again is unacceptable ; since it 
is nota general law that that only is recognized which, after 
having first been cognized, is forgotten during some time. | For 
we observe that recognition takes place with regard to the Self 
also, of which we have a constant consciousness ‘] am the same 
person I was.’ Nor finally can we accept the fourth alternative. 
For we pomt out that there may be non-remembrance of such 
cognitions also as originated in the interval between the original 
cognition and the recognition, and at the time were clearly not 
concealed by Nescience, It is not a general law that whatever 
presents itself to consciousness is afterwards remembered. Nor 
ean it be said that in judgments such as ‘I do not know (under- 
stand) the matter state] by you’ there is direct consciousness of 
Nescience connected with the object, and that, as the connexion 
of Nescience is discerned in the case of the Self to consist in 
concealment, the concealing quality of Nescience cannot be 
denied. For this case we explain as follows: what is imme- 
diately experienced by witnessing consciousness is Nes 
cience, the object, and the relation of the two—all the three 





"In the text here there evidently isa lacuna, [n the refutation of these 
alternatives, we have four alternatives, while here we find only three. The 
fives, third and fourth refutations evidently pertain to the three alternatives 
found in the text ; hence corresponding to the second refutation, there must be 
aome such alternative as has been translated within square brackets. 
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being super-imposed upon consciousness. The relation between 
Nescience and the object. does not however consist therein that 
Nescience conceals and the object is concealed, but therein that 
Nescience is the canse and the object the effect. For what is 
super-imposed cannot possibly be something concealed, As long 
as we are conscious of the thing swper-imposed, it would be 
absurd to speak of if as concealed ; and when we are not con- 
scious of it, it does not exist; for a thing super-imposed—such as 
a double moon—is nothing but thought (idea). If the super-im- 
posed thing also were concealed by Nescience, it would never 





present itself at all to consciousness; for as it is not an object of 
the means of true cognition, its concealment would never come 
toan end. Things which are the objects of the means of true 
cognition ure real (in the relative sense) and as such persist 
even when not actually objects of consciousness ; they therefore 
may in some way become concealed ; a‘super-imposed thing, on 
the other hand, is put an end to by the means of true cognition : 
how then could it be concealed? From all this it follows that 
there is no means of knowledge to prove that the Not-self is 
concealed by Nescience. 

Nor, in the second place, can any purpose of such conceal- 
ment be shown to exist. For in all cases where concealment 
(or obscuration) exists, its purpose can be nothing else Int 
counteraction (obstruction) of possible light or illumination. But 
how should light be possibly present in the Not-self ?—through 
its own nature ?—or owing to the means of true cognition ?—or 
owing to Consciousness ? The first alternative is clearly inadmis 
sible ; since the Not-self is essentially non-intelligent (non-lumi- 
nous). -Nor ean the second alternative he maimtained : for, since 
concealment: is put an end to by the means of true cognition, it 
cannot be viewed as an obstruction to light depending on those 
very tueans. Nor can the third alternative be accepted ; for, 
since the obstruction of that light which is shed upon the Not- 
self by Consciousness is fully accounted for by the concealment 
of the Self (which is one of the effects of Nescience) it would he 
useless to postulate a further concealment of the Not-self. At 
night time when the sun is hidden by Mount Meru nobody uses 
an umbrella to protect himself from. the suu's rays. But, to 
quote a counter-instauce, even when the sun is veiled by clouds, 


Vow. ol. 





162 Lypian Tuoveat: Vivaraya-prame 


we do use umbrellas and the like in order to ward off those 
subtle rays which we call heat; and in the same way we may 
assuine & separate concealment of Not-self by Nescience 
excluding those faint traces of light which may be due to con- 
sciousness although obscured by Nescience ! This may not 
be, we reply. For do you mean to say that there is one Nescience 
only, abiding in the Self and concealing the Not-self? or that 
there is a special Nescience for each object ? The first alterna- 
tive is inadmissible. Vor as illumination (consciousness) of any 
object cannot take place without the destruction of the conceal- 
ing factor, the cognition of even one thing would imply the total 
termination of all Nescience—in other words, instantaneous 
universal Ktelease. Nor is the second alternative acceptable ; 
since there is nothing to justify such an assumption. For we do 
hold that there is a faint Ulumination of the object due to con- 
sciousness although obscured by Nescience; as otherwise the 
actual thought ‘this thing ia not known’ could not arice at all. 
The conclusion ts that, since there is nothing to prove conceal- 
ment of the Not-sell, and since no purpose of such concealment 
can be assigned, the view of the Not-self being concealed by 
Nescience must be given up. 

But, on the other hand, the second alternative (wiz. of the Not- 
self not being concealed by Nescience) is also inadmissible, For 
if there were no such concealment, there would be permanent 
consciousness of the Not-self in its entire extent. 

To this we make the following reply. The first of the two 
alternatives discussed above we certainly do not accept. With 
regard to the second alternative, on the other hand, we ask you 
what you mean by saying that that alternative would imply per- 
manent consciousness of the Not-self in its entire extent. Do you 
mean permanent consciousness of all things as known ? or as not 
known ? or of individual things as known at some times and not 
known at other times ? We certainly do not hold the first of these 
alternatives ; for the means of true knowledge —the effect of which 
it isto make things known — function at intervals only. Nor do we 
hold the second alternative ; for there can be no question that that 
attribute of things which consists in their not heing known is at 
tires put an end to by the attribute of “being known.’ The third 
alternative, on the other hand, is just what we maintain. For 
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above already (pp. 46-47) we have said that all things are ob- 
jects of witnessing consciousness, either as known or as not- 
known. But it is objected, a thing being not known means 
its being the object of Nescience (ajifina), and being an object 
means to be the abode of an effect produced by that of which it 
is the object “ ; but you do not allow that in the Not-self there 
exists obscuration (concealment), produced by ajiana; how then 
ean you say that the Not-self is not-known ? That Nescience, 
we reply, whieh has for its substrate the consciousness parti- 
cularized by the ‘this’ element of the shell canses the super- 
imposition, on the shell, of silver, and thus produces in the 
shell the effect which is called the appearance to consciousness 
(avabhasa) of silver: it isin this way that the shell is not-known, 
Whenever some part of the Not-self is not-known, we have to 
understand this *‘ not-being-known ' in the way defined, without 
acknowledging any ‘concealment ' of the Not-self. But, it 
ig objected, while the shell is known, the projection (viks@pa) 
ealled ‘ silver’ does not appear to consciousness; for the silver is 
put an end to by the shell being cognized as shell. And on the 
other hand, while the shell is not-known, how can the projection 
(the silver)—which you say is an effect on the shell,—be 
apprehended ? Both these difficulties, we reply, vanish 
on a proper view of the case: what is not known (while the 
silver appears) is the shell-aspect of the thing before us; what 
w known, is the this-aspect of the thing. 

But even if we accept the view that Nescience, abiding in the 
Self, is one only, and gives rise, in that which is non-intelligent 
(1. é, the Not-self) toa projection only, not to concealment, we 
are met by other difficulties. For, the question arises, does the 
cognition of the shell (first mistaken for silver) a¢ shell merely 
that the Not-self may be the ‘object’ of this ajfiina the former must be: the 
abode of the said ‘obscuration’. But as you have already shown that this is 
not possible, how can the Not-self be spoken of os the object of ajfldna or 
* pj0ata *, ‘ unknown’ ? It may be noted here that the text ia not quite 
correct: Vigaya (object) is never the ddlara (abode) of the atishaya (effect) 
produced by the vigaya (object) itself; the vigaya rather is the abode of the 
efeot produced by that of which it is the object ;—hence instead of the woril 
‘wgaya” in the compound ‘visaynkrititishayidhtratvs,’ we should read 
“sipayi do,’ 
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refund the illusory projection into its causal substance (i, e. 
universal Nescience),—in the same way as the blow of a stick 
resolves the jar into its causal substance (t. ¢. clay)? Or does 
it put an end to the causal substance as well? On the former 
alternative even the cognition, by the individual mind, of Brah- 
man, would do no more than resolve the illusory projection 
(of the phenomenal world) into its causal substance (7, e, general 
Nescience), and thus no Release could ever take place. On the 
second alternative general Nescience would be put an end to by 
the mere cognition of a shell, and thus universal Release would 
take place at once! And if, in order to escape from this latter 
consequence, you were to assume a separate Nescience for each 
object, or to view Adhyasa as not having Nescience for its 
inaterial cause, this would imply, on the one hand, an objection- 
able complication of hypothesis, and on the other hand the 
reality of Adhyasa ! 

Not so, we reply. The former of the two alternatives 
is open to no objection. For we reason as follows:—The 
cognition of Brahman puts an end to the illusory projec- 
tion and its material cause, because, while being of a nature 
essentially contradictory to them, it is subsequent to them, 
—just as the cognition of the shell as shell puts an end to 
its Owl previous uon-existence and to the ilinsory appearance 
of Silver.—And even the second alternative is not open to the 
objection raised by you. For, aceording to our view, it is merely 
the special forms of fundamental Nescience—constituting the 
special causal substances of illusory silver ete.—which are put 
an end to by the cognition of the shell ete. The view of Nesci- 
ence not concealmg non-intelligent things thus is vindicated 
from all objections. When, above, stating the formal inference 
that establishes the existence of positive Nescience we qualified 
the latter as concealing its object, the object meant was nothing 
else but the Self. In the case of non-intelligent objects such as 
shells, the special forms of Nescience which constitute the causal 
substance of silver etc. virtually conceal the objects, in so far, 
that is to say, as they interpose themselves between the objects 
and consciousness, but they do not conceal them in the full 
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[How Nescience is capable of obscuring the Self~whose 
essential nature is to be non-obseurable light of Intelligence,— 
this isa matter of which no rational account con be given: 
But that the Self is so obscured is a fact guaranteed by every- 
day experience ; men not enlightened by Vedic teaching quite 
fail to realize the existence of the Self. And even if this latter 
fact were to be accounted for by mere ‘absence of knowledge '— 
without the co-operation of a positive ajiana,— the assumption 
of the latter is required to explain that non-presentation or 
obscuration of the Self which is characteristic of deep dreamless 
sleep. | 





But to return to the Self, what really do you mean by the so- 
called concealment of the Self by Nescieuce? Is it that Nescience 
destroys the light of the Self? or that Nescience obstructs that 
effect of the light of the Self which is termed the ‘manifestedness’ 
(prakatya) of the object ? or that it renders that eflect dependent 
on other co-operating factors? ‘The first alternative is not 
possible, since light constitutes the very nature of Self-consecious- 
ness. Nor can we admit the second and third alternatives; for 
we do not allow that, apart from the light of consciousness as 
manifested by a special modification (vyitti) of the Internal organ, 
there exists in the object such a thing as so-called ‘ manifested- 
ness.’ It thus appears that of the alleged concealment of the 
Self by Nescience no rational account can be given ! 

[Page 21]. You are perfectly right, we reply! And it is 
just for this reason that we hold such concealment to be of the 
nature of inexplicable Nescience. ‘That we are unable to give a 
satisfactory definition of it does not entitle us to deny it alto- 
gether. It in fact is fully proved by the following inference :— 
Dull-minded people think—'That thing termed Self, which 
learned men believe in as something not subject to desire of 
food or any other imperfection, neither exists, nor does it shine 
forth’ ;—now such vulgar thought inust have for its cause a 
concealment of the Self by some positive entity :—since it 
contradicts another conviction which has good reasons on its 
side, viz. ‘the self does exist and does shine forth ;—where there 
is no such contradiction, no such cause need be assumed; ag 
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e.g. in the case of the thought ‘the jar exists and shines forth.’ 
—Nor may it be said that after all there is no good reason for 
believing in the Self; for truly no other proof is wanted here 
than eternally established self-illumined consciousness. And 
the vulgar thought characterized above cannot be accounted 
for otherwise (than by the concealment of the Self by Nescience) ; 
for aconcealing factor different in nature from the one we 
assume—f. 7. some material thing—cannot be assumed in the 
case of the Self which is not made up of parts and is infinite in 
extension. These considerations also help us to an adequate 
definition of the * concealment’ of the Self: The Self is conceal- 
ed by that which renders possible with regard to it those vulgar 
conceptions above characterized. 

But, a new objection is raised, if in a-jitaina (non-knowledge ; 
nescience) the a denotes alsence or privation, the word signifies 
“absence of knowledge’; if it conveys the idea of something 
contrary or opposite, the word signifies ‘ erroneous knowledge * 
(bhranti-;fana}; if, lastly, it denotes something other than 
knowledye or cognition, then the word signifies only the imipres- 
sion left on the mind by erroneous knowledge.® The word 
then denotes ‘absence of knowledge,’ ‘ erroneous knowledge’ 
and “impression left by erroneous knowledge’; and why then 
should we not hold that it is these which, obstructing the 
cognition of the true nature of Brahman, give rise to the vulgar 
thought referred to above? What purpose would it serve to 
assume a concealment of the Self by a so-called positive entity 
termed ‘ Nescience’ ? There is a purpose, we reply; for 
without assuming obscuration of the Self by a positive entity, 
we should be unable to account for that non-presentation of the 
true Reality, te. Brahman, which is characteristic of deep 
dreamless sleep. For, tell me, how would you account for 
this non-presentation? Is it due to the nature of Brahman 
itself ? or to Brahman being other than the cognizing individual 
soul? or to some obstructive agency? The first alternative 
clearly is inadmissible, since Brahman is selfluminous. Nor 
can the second alternative be accepted; since texts such as 


* That which is not right knowledge (jii%na) must be either non-hnowledge, 
or a wrong kumoledge, or an in pression left on the mind by urong knewledge 
“Hence the word ‘ ajiitina’ can mean one of these three only. 
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‘thou art that'* teach that Brahman and the individual soul 
are one. With regard to the third alternative, finally, we ask 
whether that obstructive agency is to be found in erroneous 
cognition, or in the impression left by erroneous cognition, 
or in the absence of cognition, or in ‘Karman’ (Destiny). The 
first cannot be; since in deep sleep all cognition, including 
erroncous cognition, is arrested. Nor the second; for we do 
not observe that it is not the impression left by the errone- 
ous cognition of silver that prevents the presentation to 
consciousness of the true nature of the shell. As to the third 
alternative that absence of essential cognition—which cognition 
is something eternal—is impossible, while the absence of other 
cognitions has no power to obstruct the consciousness of the 
self-luminous Brahman. Were this not so, the alleged obstruc- 
tion would present itself even in the state of Release. On 
the fourth alternative, finally, the question would arise whether 
‘karman ' or destiny obstructs consciousness in its whole extent, 
or the whole with the exception of that part which Ulumines 
them? On the former view farman itself would not be estab- 
lished ; since that which alone can establish it (+. ¢. consciousness) 
would be absent, And the latter view is objectionable, because 
it implies a ‘half-assumption’ for which there is no proof. 
Nor may it be pleaded that the same choice between two 
unacceptable alternatives presents itself in connexion with the 
theory of a concealing factor of a positive nature. For on that 
theory the ‘ half-assumption,’ of consciousness being obstructed 
with the exception of one illumining part, must necessarily be 
made; since otherwise the direct consciousness presenting itself 
in the form ‘lam not-knowing' could not be accounted for, 
On the other hand, there is no such direct consciousness of 
karman, And even if the mediate consciousness we have of 
karman were held to justify the assumption in question, yet 
‘karman'’ is only an impression or effect (produced by the 
deeds of the agent); and as such, resembling the impression 
left by erroneous knowledge, it cannot have any obstructive 
force with regard to consciousness. “ But may it not then 
finally be assumed that what obstructs consciousness is the 
element of ilarkness (tamo-guna)—in agreement with the 
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Smriti-text ‘ Darkness concealing knowledge leads a man on to 
recklessness’ (Bha, Gi, XIV. 9)?" This too we cannot 
admit, If darkness were not put an end to by the cognition 
of Brahman, no release could take place. Tf, on the other hand, 
it # put an end to, then the wrangling is about a mere name; for 
darkness also in a concealing factor of a positive nature. Hence 
even he who maintains the view of ‘difference plus non-difference’ 
will in the end have to overcame the perverse obstinacy prompt- 
ing him to eling to the view, that in deep sleep it is the ab- 
sence of knowledge only which causes the non-appearance. to 
eonscjousness (Brahman),—and to accept ajiaina as a positive 
entity. 

We now turn to another perverse doctrine held by the same 
people (i.e, the bhedabheda-vyadins=the Naiydyikas), vis., that 
what m the waking state and in the state of dream prevents 
the true nature of Brahman from presenting itself to conscious- 
ness is (not the Nescience of the Vedantins but) merely a certain 
erroneous cognition, expressing itself in the form ‘Tam (net 
Brahman but) a human being.’ This view also must be rejected, 
for it would be difficult for our ailversary to show where 
error, in this ease, comes in. You accept, we address him, as 
valid the relation of simultaneous difference and non-cdifference 
in cases such as expressed in the judgments ‘the cow is broken- 
horned,’ ‘the cow is hornless’—the one class-character (or 
Universal) cow connecting itself in that way (viz., of difference 
plus non-difference) with two individual animals. Why then 
do you not likewise allow that the relation of difference and 
non-difference is real and well-founded in the case of the two 
judgments ‘Tam a man' and ‘T am Brahman '—which assert 
the connexion of one individual soul with a human “body on the 
one, and with Braliman on the other hand? The judgment 
‘Tam aman’ which affirms the non-lifference of the Self and 
the body thus must be viewed by you as a valid. not as an 
erroneous one. When subsequently the view enounced in this 
judgment is sublated by the negation, founded on Scripture, ‘Tam 
not aman but Brahman,’ this is analogons to what happens with- 
in the sphere of ordinary thought when we form the judgment 
‘this is not a broken horned eow but hornless one.’ But, 
our opponent objects, in the same way as the judgment ‘ this 
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is not silver’ denies of the substrate this the silver erroneously 
imputed to it; so the judgment ‘I am not a man’ denies with 
regard to the substrate ‘Self’ (‘1") the class-character /jwman 
being ; and hence the previous judgment which predicates human 
nature of the Self, isan erroneous judgement ! By no means, 
we reply. For this your view would imply that, when we first 
view the substrate constituted by the class-character cow in its 
short-liorned aspect ‘ the cow is short-horned’—, and afterwards 
form the negative jadgment * that cow is not short-horned,’ the 
idea of the short-horned cow would, on account of the subsequent 
negative judgment, have to be considered as erroneous (which 
it clearly is not), Nor may you plead that in this case thie 
anbsequent negative judgment denies short-hornedness with 
regard to an individual hornless cow only, but not with regard 
to the Universal ‘cow.’ For in the case of a hornless cow short- 
hornedness is not a given possibility and, therefore, cannot 
be denied. But, the opponent resumes, in the given case 
the substrate is the Universal cow in so far as specialized’ by a 
ahort-horned individual, and it is not of this that short-horned- 
ness is denied : it is denied of the Universal in so far as especi- 
alized by a hornless individual! Well, we accept this, But 
let your reasoning be applied to whe case under discussion also. 
When we form the judgment ‘lam nof a man, the substrate 
to which the denial refers is not the Self as specialized by 
human nature, but the Self as specialized by Brahman-hood, In 
the same way as the two individual cows, the short-horned and 
the hornless one, are connected with the Universal eow which is 
present in both, the body and Brahman are connected with the 
Self which is present in both; hence the validity of the judgment 
‘Tam aman’ can be denied no more than that of the judgment 
‘the cow is short-horned.’ And if you point out that the 
latter judgment must be admitted as valid in order not to 
cut short all practical thought and activity, we reply that, 
on your theory, the case of the former judgment does not 
differ, For according to your view there is even in the state 
of Final Release no cutting short of the practical identi- 
fication with sense organs and bodics, on the part of the Jiva 
which in reality (as we Vedintins prove) is omniscient and 
nou-different from Brahman, the cause of all, But, our 
Vir, 59, 
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opponent rejoins, there are five relations only that determine 
the existence of simultaneous difference and non-difference, viz,, 
that of the Universal and the individual: that of cause and 
effect ; that of quality and substrate of quality; that of distin- 
guishing attribute (vishesana) and thing distinguished thereby ; 
and that of part and whole. And as none of these relations holds 
gool between the Self and the body, the alleged non-differeance 
of the two can after all be error only! Not so, we reply. 
What determines ‘simultaneous difference and non-difference’ 
cannot be those five relations combined ; for there are undoubted 
aa aca from this principle. And ifany one of the five by 

possesses that determining power, you yourself thereby 
eshisoieladien the needlessness of the assumption of more than one 
determining cause, and why then should the relation between 
the body and that which is embodied not possses that power 
likewise? If you deny the power to this latter relation, it may 
he denied to the other relations also ; the result of which will be 
that “bhedabheda’ can be established in no case. And even 
if, unwilling to extend the scope of that power too far, we 
limited it to the five relations aforementioned, it might be 
pleaded that the relation between the body and that which is 
embodied is at bottom identical with the relation between 
elfect and cause; for the causal power of Brahman may in 
a secondary or metaphorical sense be ascribed to the soul 
also which, as being of the nature of intelligence, is like 
Brahman. But it is a real relation only (not a secondary or 
metaphorical one) that can claim determining power; and 
as no such relation exists in the case under discussion, the 
judgment ‘Tl am a man’ must after all be erroneous ! What 
then, we ask is your view as to the nature of error? If you 
reply that it is a certain modification of the internal organ, 
then Nescience (i. ¢ error) would not reside in the Self®! 
And if, to escape from this difficulty, you maintain that that 
mlification of the internal organ which constitutes error 
superimposes itself upon the Self (thus imparting error to the 
latter) we point out that according to your view of the process 








* For a modification of the internal organ could never reside in anything 
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of superimposition—which view technically is called anyatha- 
khyati—there is no connexion whatever hetween the substrate 
of a superimposition and the things superimposed, and that 
hence, on this modified view also, there can be no connexion 
between the Self anil Nescience! And if, on the other hand, 
you declare error to be a modification of the Self itself (not of 
the internal organ) we reject this on the ground of the Self 
heing incapable of change. But we Naiyayikas do not admit 
the unchangeableness of the Self! True, but you all the 
same acknowledge a Self in which permanent knowledge inheres 
as a quality; and thus your view comes to this that, while 
knowledge persists, there takes place in the Self that modifica- 
tion which is termed ‘error.’ And this ts irrational, since in 
one and the same substance there cannot inhere two several 
indestructible® specific qualities of the same class, It certainly 
Is not a matter of observation that two several white colours 
inhere at the same time in one piece of cloth. 

The conclusion from all this is that in the waking and 
dreaming states also that which conceals Braliman ts beginning- 
less inexplicable Nescience. But does not the connection of 
the Self with Neseience interfere with that freedom from all 
contact or relation which is claimed for the Self ? By no 
means, we reply. That connection, beginningless as it is, is like 
Nescience itself of an unreal (fictitious; kalpita) natnre and 
lience, like the emanationst or products of that connection itself, 
does not infringe the Sells freedom from all relation. 

The above discussion then justifies the following conclusion. 
Positive Nescience does not conceal or obscure the Nut-self, it 
only produces upon it a projection or illnsory appearance (vik- 
sepa); it, on the other hand, does obscure the Self and on it 
produces thuse adhyasas which give rise to empirical thought 
expressing itself in forms such as ‘|! am this or that,’ ‘ this is 
mine’, aud the like. 

“The Naiyftyika also regards the Atman to be possessed of a quality that is 
eternal. 

TJust as the emanation of the fictitious connexion donot affect the nature 
of the Self so in the same manner the connection alvo, being equally fictitious, 
cannot affect it. 
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[Nor can it be maintained that in the case of the Not-self and 
the Self there can be no adhyisa comparable to that of the 
silver on the shell. The body, the sense organs, the internal 
organ, and in the same way the entire so-called external world 
are mere fictitious super-impositions upon lUnrversal Conscions- 
ness. | 


But, another question is raised, by the ‘1’ we understand 
the intelligent Self which is not made up of parts and does not 
comprise Within itself two different elements ; judgments as above, 
therefore, differ in nature from the judgment ‘this is silver’, 
and do not express an adhyasa. The term ‘this’ again (in *] 
am this') denotes the body which is apprehended by the senses 
that are sources of true knowledge, and, therefore, cannot be 
sumething ‘ lictitiously superimposed’. Moreover, if the body 
were nothing more than this, it would like Nescience be known 
by immediate intuition on the part of witnessing consciousness 
(while, as a matter of fact itis known through the senses). Ln the 
judgment ‘1 (um a) man’ we no doubt are conscious of the 
relation between a substrate ancl something superimposed, so 
that a double aspect is present; but that relation is not a neces 
sary one, for when the Self has passed ont of the body, the latter 
is apprehended by itself. The superimposed silver, on the 
other hand, is tot apprehended apart from its substrate, 1. «., 
the shell. Should you rejoin that the means of knowledge 
through which the bedy is apprehended lie within the sphere 
of mere empiric thought and do not impart real knowledge, we 
set forth another argument, riz.,—if the body were a mere 
unreal superimposition, it would on death be absorbed into the 
Self. Seripture, however, gives a different account, riz., that 
‘the body enters into earth’ The body is not, therefore, some- 
thing merely superimposed npou the Self. Similarly, in the 
judgment *'This is mine’ we are conscious of some real thing, 
other than the body, not comprised within the idea of the * Ego,’ 
but somehow connected with the Ego. Here also there is no 
trace of adhyasa, 7. ¢., mere fictitious superimpusition. 

To all this we Vedantins reply as follows. We shall show 
later on that into the idea of the ‘1’ there dues enter a 
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non-intelligent, (non-subjective element; hence there is adhyasa 
‘n that case. That the body is a mere thing of superimposition 
is proved by the fact that, like the internal organ and the sense 
organs, it is an object of cognition (drishya). As regards the 
internal organ and the sense organs, from the fact that they are 
never perceived to have an existence independent of the Self, 
it follows that they are superimposed upon it so as to be the 
‘mmediate objects of witnessing consciousness. Nor must it be 
thought that this superimposition is one of ‘ contact ' only (#. ¢., 
one of attributes only) not of the things themselves. For Serip- 
ture (‘his organs do not depart, they become merged in that 
‘inelf’) declares that, on the rise of the cognition of truth, the 
sense-organs completely merge themselves in the Self—which 
proves the adhyasa to be one of the thing itself. What Scripture 
gays as to the body being merged in earth must be understood 
to mean that it is merged in the Self through the inediation of 
earth. And if the individual soul together with the body, the 
sense organs etc., isa thing of superimposition, it of course 
follows & fortior’ that the sum of external things—which 1s 
merely instrumental towards the soul's experiences—is like- 
wise ‘superimposed.’ For if a person isa king (not in reality 
but merely) in the world of dreams or of magic, the para- 
phernalia also of his royal state are of course unreal. 

All this clearly proves that the ‘I,’ the ‘this’ and the * this 
is mine’ are three cases of adhyasa. Nor can there be any doubt 
as to the existence of an adhyasa of mere attributes. For what 
is expressed, e. g.. in the judgment ‘] am deaf,’ is the super- 
imposition on the Self of a mere attribute, viz., deafness. 

Having in this way proved the adhyasa of things (arthadhyasa) 
we need not specially prove the adhyasa of cognitions (jiana- 
dhyasa)}, which never takes place apart from adhyasa of the 
former kind. And we thus have completely established the 
conelusion that adhyisa, guaranteed as it 1s by Immediate con- 
sciousness, is an undeniable fact. 
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[The preceding discussions make it possible for us to give 
a full definition of Adhyisa, in its two aspects. Viewed us 
something objective (artha), adhyasa is defined as something, 
similar to a thing remembered, which presents itself to con- 
sciousness as constituting the Self or true character of another 
thing. The apparent (unreal) silver (which is a special modi- 
fication of the universal principle of all false appearance—Maya 
or Avidya) is on account of its similarity to previously perceived 
real silver, held by the observer—predisposed thereto by certain 
imperfections of his sense-organs and mental disposition—to 
constitute the true nature of what in reality is only a glittering 
shell. As a subjective process adhydsa (to illustrate it at once 
by the quoted concrete instance) is the presentation to con- 
sciousness of silver as constituting the true nature of the thing 
hefore the observer (which in reality is a shell only); such 
presentation being similar in character to Remembrance.) 


All scientific investigations are carried on between two sets 
of people—between the Teacher and the Pupil, or between two 
disputants. As regards the former the Teacher has, at the 
very outset, asserted the existence of Adhyasa, for the benefit. of 
the Pupil (who, confident in the wisdom of his Teacher, accepts 
itundoubtingly). Then as regaris those who dispute the fact 
af Adhyasa, we proceed to establish Adhwyfisa by putting forward 
its definition, by showing the possibility of its existence, and hy 
bringing forward proofs of its. existence, 

[Page 20). But, anew point is raised, it is in all cases the 
function of a definition to differentiate the thing to be defined 
from other things ; the function of the demonstration of the 
thing's possibility (sambhavand) to dispel the idea of the thing 
being nnpossible with regard to its special conditions of time and 
place ; aud the function of the means of knowledge (pramana) 
toestablish the actual existence of the thing. Now in the pre- 
sent case the means of valid knowledge which will be set forth 
as establishing the existence of adhyasa—ris, Perception, 
Inference, the practical demands of life, Presumption and Serip- 
tural authority—while proving adhyasa, at the same time effect 
its differentiation from all other things, and discard all suspicion 
of its intrinsic impossibility ; for it clearly would not be feasible 
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to prove the existence of an adhyasa not differing from other 
things and not possible. The definition and the question of 
the possibility of the adhyasa should not, therefore, be treated, 
separately from the proofs for it! Notso, we reply. Adhyasa 
has a double character: it on the one hand consists in one 
thing presenting itself as another ; and on the other hand it is 
something false (unreal). Now Perception and the other means of 
knowledge which enable us to establish the existence of adhyasa 
in the former sense are incapable of bringing home to the mind 
its unreality ; for in all cases of unreality—as, e. g., in the case of 
the notion ‘ this is silver ' with regard toa piece of shell,—the 
unreality is proved ® only by the fact that, otherwise, we could 
not explain the subsequent sublation of that notion (by the 
notion ‘ this is not silver’); and in the case in question there 
is no such sublating notion (that would unply unreality). 

But there is, our opponent says, for it is impossible to realise 
the idea of one thing appearing as another (i, e., adhyadsa in 
the former sense) without discrimination of the one thing from 
the other, and such discrimination constitutes sublation ! 

By no means, we reply. ‘There may be im that case sub- 
lation founded on reasoning, but that intuitive sublation which 
dispels erroneous presentation is absent, and hence no definite 
cognition of the unreality of the adhyisa arises. It is for the 
sake of the definite realization of that unreality that the defini- 
tion of adhyasa requiresto be given. Similarly as regards the 
possibility of adhyasa. It happens in ordinary experience that 
the idea of a thing being impossible arises in spite of the thing 
being actually vouched for by a cognition of the validity of which 
there is no reason to doubt, so, e. g., in the case of the portentous 
appearance of holes in the sun. In the same way there may 
arise the idea of the impossibility of adhyasa of the Not-self on 
the Self, for the reason that we perceive the Self to possess 
attributes opposed to all adhydsa, viz., perfect non-objectivity, 
unrelatedness, non-similarity to any other thing, etc. Nor 
must you urge against this that as long as the Self is not 
cognized as non-objective, etc., the idea of the impossibility of 
adhyfisa does not arise; while after it has been so cognized 
_adhyisa does not patie (and that hence it is purposeless to 

*The reading here apparently should be @TqPaaravaee and not |TaTayaTa 
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show that the Self may be the substrate of adhyiisa). For what 
produces the idea of the impossibility of adhyasa is mediate 
consciousness (founded on reasoning), and this does not put an 
end to the immediately presented adhyasa, In order, therefore, 
to dispel the idea of the impossibility of adhyasa, its possibility 
requires to be shown apart from the proof of its actual existence. 
Other teachers also have declared (in the following Kiarikas 
quoted by Vachaspati Mishra in Bhiimati, Bibl. Ind. page 67) 
that the discussion of the proof of adhyasa should he preceded 
by that of its definition and of its possibility— 

‘The establishing of the existence of the object is dependent 
upon Proofs or Means of knowing it; these latter are 
established only by means of definitions; and these last again 
depend upon the fact of the object being auch as cannot be 
precluded, even by the gods, from the range of Perception and 
other Means of knowledge.’ 

‘Only that position, the possibility of which is apparent, can 
be established by argument ; you cannot save by reasoning that 
which is killed as soon as it rises from the ground.’ 

And the possibility again must be preceded by the definition. 
For it is only after the definition has placed before the mind 
something of a definite character that a discussion can be 
started as to the thing's possibility ; without the definition the 
discussion would have no abject. The definition, therefore, must 
be formulated first. We then formulate the definition of adhyiisa 
as follows. Adhyasa has a double aspect: it is a thing (artha) 
particularized by a cognition (jiiana); and a cognition parti- 
cularized by athing. Of Adhyasa viewed as thing the defini- 
tion is a8 follows:—‘adhyasa isa thing, similar to some thing 
remembered, which presents itself to consciousness as constitut- 
ing the Self of another thing.” And of ach visa viewed «as 
eognition the definition is ‘adhydsa is the presentation to con- 
sciousness of one thing as constituting the Self of another—such 
presentation being similar to remembrance.’ 
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[What we Vedantins undertake to explain by our adhyasa- 
theory, cannot be satisfactorily explained by the holders of the 
so-ealled akhyati-vada who, denying the existence of erroneous 
cognition as a special kind of cognition, maintain that all that 
really takes place in cognitions of which that of the shell silver 
may be taken as a type, is the non-discrimination of an actual 
perception (of the thing, the this, before us) from a remem- 
brance (of, let us aay, previously perceived silver which is 
suggested to the mind by the glitter of the shell). This theory 
fails to account for the fact that, as long as the mistake or 
illusion lasts, there is the actual presentation to CONSCIOUSNESS, 
not the mere remembrance, of silver. It moreover is im possible 
to give a satisfactory account of that so-called non-iiserimma- 
tion on which the theory turns, Nor is the akhyfiti-vidin 
able to explain the nature of that so-called ‘ obscuration of 
remembrance’ (smfiti-pramogs) which he has to assume in 
order to account for the fact that the person subject to the 
‘Husion is not conscious of remembering silver but rather of 
seeing it. | 

(Page 26]. Here an objection is raised by the adherents of the 
theory called the akhyati-cada (the theory of nou-cognition). 
When, they say, we have the erroneous idea ‘this (thing before 
me) is silver,’ the sense of sight and the other means of true 
knowledge do not operate, and it, therefore, only remains to view 
the silver simply as remembered silver, not as ‘similar to Te- 
membered silver.’ By no means, we reply. For we are con- 
scious of the silver as something here and now presented to us 
(not as something remembered). Nor can tt be held that what 
so is presented to us is only this thing, not the silver, For the 
this and the silver are immediately presented to us in mutual 
combination ; the case does not differ from that of correct judg- 
ments, such as ‘this is silver,’ ‘ this is a jar,’ where the general 
and the particularizing notions present themselves in mutual 
combination. Should it be said that (m the case of the erro- 
neously surmised silver) the general and the particularizing 
thing are viewed as combined because they are presented to 
consciousness in immediate succession, not because there is actual 
consciousness of their combination; we negative this on the 
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ground that the case of erroneously surmised sil ver does not 
show any inferiority to that of a true presentation (inasmuch 
as in both cases the ‘this’ and the silver present themselves as 
combined in exactly the same way). But the inferiority of the 
ease under discussion lies therein that the object before us is 
not really silver !—How, we ask, is the absence of silver ascer- 
tained—from the absence of immediate consciousness of silver ; 
or from the (subsequent) sublative cognition ‘ this is not silver’? 
The former alternative is excluded ; for the absence of immediate 
consciousnéss is just what we do not allow. And if the absence 
of such consciousness were said to follow from the absence of 
the thing we should reason in a circle. We. therefore, must 
admit on the ground of the existence of immediate conscious- 
ness, that silver exists before us. Nor must it he urged, in 
reversal of this process, that the ascertainment of the existence 
of consciousness rather depends on the ascertainment of the 
existence of the thing ; for in that case the ascartainment of 
the existence of the thing would again depend on another 
ascertainment and so on and an infinite regress would result. 
The ascertainment of a state of consciousness rests on itself - 
while the existence of the thing depends on the existence of a 
state of consciousness, Nor can we accept the second alternative: 

For the latter cognition which contradicts the former one has 

no power to sublate it (for why should not the former cognition 
as well be held to sublate the latter ?) But what then is 
the position of the latter cognition (if it is not be taken as eub- 
lating the former one) ? It is the same, we reply, as that of 
the former coguition. You assume that in the case of the cog- 
nition “this thing is silver’ there is non-discrimination of the 
this and the silver (not cognition of the connexion of silver and 
the this); why then should you not similarly hold that also in the 
case of the negative cognition ‘ this is not silver’, there is mere 
non-discrimination (of absence of silver and the this) and not 

cognition of the absence of connexion (between silver and the 
this) 2” It might be argued that—"“ from the fact that the 
negative cognition is found to be corroborated by the practical 

activity of the person concerned, it is clear that there is cognition 

_ © From the expression faipyetersteifte in the next sentence it i oleae 
that the reading here also is gerfrdfaey and not gdemfetiee. 
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of the connexion of negation. " But this view (which makes 
the authority of the cognition to depend on something else) con- 
tradicts the theory of the self-luminousness of cognitions! We 
put forward this reasoning, the opponent replies, against those 
who hold different views from ours; hence (in running counter 
to the view of Svatah-pramanya of cognitions) we do not enter 
into contradiction with ourselves (for we Naiyayikas do not hold 
the Svatah-pramanya theory) ! But in that case a reqressus 
ad infinitum would be the inevitable result (each cognition in 
succession requiring a further cognition to validate 1t). 

Nor can it be urged that afterall, the non-existence of the 
silver before us is admitted by every one. For what we Vedan- 
tins maintain in accordance with what actually appears to 
consciousness, is the presence of unreal silrer, capable of being 
put an end to by the cognition of theshell. Nor may you object 
to this that this assumption of unreal silver is contradicted by 
the absolute negation * this thing 1s not silver’ ; for the objeet af 
this negation is (not the unreal silver we assume but! real silver 
as met with in ordinary normal experience. Nor can it be urged 
that on this explanation the negation (‘this thing is not silver’) 
would refer to something to negate which there is no oreasion. 
For as we observe that a person desirous of real silyer stretches 
out his hand for the unreal one, it must be adinitted that the 
presence of the real sileer in the substrate of the characters 
cammon (to the shell and the silver) is given (or exists) as a 
possibility. 

Were this not so, it would also be difficult. to justify a nega- 
Hon such as “there ts no jar Lit this place ' ; for if there Weir u 
jar, the negation would be irrational, and if there were LCDs, 
something would be denied which there is no oceasion to deny. 
What actually is the case is that the presence of the jar,—though 
indeed not possible directly—is yet possible (or suspected) on 
the basis of such common factors as that of time and that of 
place ; and exactly analogous would be the case with the presence 
of the real silver also. 

On this view, moreover, there is justification for the two 
subsequent cognitions which actually do take place, viz., 1. 
‘There is here no silver,” which refers to real silver and 2. 
‘Silver was falsely presented to me ’—which refers to the unreal 
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silver. On any other view either of these two judgments would 
have to be set aside. But, a further objection is raised, you 
asaume a combined state of consciousness (in which the ‘this’ 
and the silver are equally present’, because otherwise you cannot 
account for the immediate presentation of silver; and then, 
in order to justify your assumption, you complicate the matter 
by the further assumption of unreal silver. Now it certainly is 
simpler to dispense with that combined state of consciousness, 
and to account for the immediacy of the cognition of silver 
through non-discrimination of the cognition of the shell (from 
the remembrance of silver). Not so, we reply. For on 
your view such non-discrimination only would form the subject 
of thought at the time when discriminative knowledge has 
arisen, that is to say thought would present itself in the fol- 
lowing form ‘for such and such a time that silver was not dis- 
criminated by me.” This is not however the reflection which 
actually arises : it rather is the combined state of consciousness 
which is recognised in the following form * for such and such a 
time this appeared to me as silver” We, therefore, must accept 
the view of unreal silver being actually present. How otherwise 
would any oue on perceiving a shell, put forth action with 
regard to silver? The silver thus is not silver remembered but 
silver similar to remembered silver. Such sumilartty is proved 
by the fact that the silver is apprehended! through a cognition 
that depends on previous perception ; for the erroneous cogni- 
tion of silver is seen to take place on the part of those only who 
previously have actually perceived silver.—The adhyasa of cog- 
nition (jianadhyasa) is similarly to be viewed as having the 
character of remembrance, since it is produced by the mental 
impression left by previous perception. Nor may you counter- 
argue this latter assertion in the following way * the thing under 
discussion i. ¢., the subjective adhyisa is not due to a men- 
tal impression; for it is 4 cognition other than remembrance, 
as perception is. For the condition to make such reasoning 
valid is that the cognition in question should be produced hy 
contact of the sense-organ (and this condition is absent in the 
ease of shell-silver). 

Against this reasoning of the Vedantin the upholder of 
the view of non-discrimination (akhydti) now re-states his ease. 
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The states of consciousness under discussion (such as the cog- 
nition of silver in the shell) are true, because they are states 
of consciousness, just like those states which are generally 
admitted to be true. And all cognition belongs to either of 
two elasses—it either is knowledge direetly resulting from the 
operation of one of the recognised means of knowledge ; or 
it ig remembrance (representative knowledge). And thns the 
cognition of silver also is not an adhyasa, as. the Vedantins 
hold, but nothing else but a remembrance ; for like other 
remembrances it is merely a product of previous impressions. 
Nor is there any weight in the question why, if the apprehension 
of silver in the shell is a mere remembrance, we do not imstead 
of silver remember other shells rather to which the shell before 
us bears a greater resemblance than to silver. For the fact 
is that in the given case additional causes are at work, viz., the 
desire for silver on the part of the person who sees the shell, 
and certain other imperfections : causes which (while suggesting 
silver) do not suggest other shells, It is these very imper- 
fections which obseure the consciousness of remembrance, 50 
that the remembrance of silver is not recognised as such, 
And as these imperfections at the same time obstruct the 
realization in consciousness of the special features of the shell 
actually seen, its dark colour and other attributes do not 
present themselves to consciousness. And as in this way appre- 
hension and remembrance are not discriminated, the result is 
that the man desirous of silver stretches out his hand for the shell 
before him. But, it may be asked, what in the given case 
‘a it that moves the man to action, is it the actual apprehension 
and the remembrance together or either of the two? And do, m 
the former case, the two elements of consciousness operate toge- 
ther, or in succession? The former of these two latter alterna- 
tives is inadmissible since the apprehension and the remembrance 
(as being distinct mental acts) cannot take place at the same 
moment. Nor can the latter alternative accepted ; for if the 
two cognitions are successive, the former can have no causal 
power with regard to the man’s action since the latter interposes 
itself between the two. Nor also can it be said that either 
cognition by itself moves the person to action; for the practical 
action which as a matter of fact results from the cognition is a 
Viv, 71, 
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particularized one (i, e,, proceeds on the supposition of the thing 
before us being silver). For these reasons, in order to account 
for the particularized action, we must afterall assume a compo- 
site mental state (7. ¢., an immediate apprehension of this and 
the silver). Not so, the akhyativddin replies, what really 
moves the person to action is the rise in consciousness, in imme- 
diate succession, of direct apprehension and remembrance. 

But, we recognise a composite state of consciousness, when 
later on we judge ‘ this thing appeared to usassilver'! This, 
the opponent replies, is a mere matter of practical experience (and 
need not be regarded as strictly true). As tothe case of the new- 
born baby which spits ont the (sweet) milk it had sucked from its 
mother's breast—wherefrom it may be inferred that the milk 
appears to it bitter—here also we have no composite mental! 
state, of the nature of error, but merely the remembrance of 
bitter tastes experienced in a previous state of existence; as for 
the sweetness that should be actually experienced now, and the 
idea of that which ought to be present in reference to the daitter- 
ness experienced in previous states of existence, and remembered 
now,—that these two do not appear in consciousness at the time 
is due to some bilious disorder. 

The statement made by the author of the Bhashya that ‘ the 
experiences of previous states of existence are not remembered ' 
refers only to the generality of cases. For if the baby did not 
remember by what means desired objects are attained, it would 
not take to its mother’s breast. And even on the Vedintin’s 
error-theory the experiences made in former states of existence 
have to be admitted as causes determining the experiences 
of the present state of existence; otherwise, if every experi- 
ence alike were an entirely new one, there would be no reason 
why a seventh kind of taste should not erroneously present 
itself (in addition to the six kinds of taste actually experienced), 

And if you say that the propounder of the system himself 
when saying ‘the cognition of the real in the unreal,’ declares 
error to depend on a composite state of consciousness ; we reply 
that that declaration refers only to what is found to be the case 
im ordinary practical experience. 

But in all non-erroneous cognitions it invariably is a compo- 
site state of consciousness that moves to action: why then should 
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this hypothesis be abandoned in the case of error ?—Because it 
introduces a needless complication! Even he who holds the error- 
theory must needs assume, as the cause of error, a non-(istinction 
of apprehension and remembrance. And as such non-distine- 
tion, acknowledged by both parties alike, suffices to account for 
action, why assume a further composite cognition? The theory 
of non-discrimination thus evidently is the only rational one. 
Avainst this restatemant of the akhyati-view we Vedantins 
now finally argue as follows :—What, we ask, do you under- 
stand by a-kiyati? Absence of cognition in general? Or 
such cognition as causes a man desirous of one thing to engage 
in action with regard to another thing? Or the cognition of 
several things as non-discriminated ?—On the first alternative 
there should be error in the state of deep sleep, not in the 
waking and dreaming states —On the second alternative error 
would be absent in those cases where, owing either to instan- 
tuneous sublation of the error or to indolence, action is not 
actually entered upon.—As to the third alternative, we ask for 
your definition of * discrimination —the counter-entity of *non- 
diserimination’ (on which term your definition turns). Does it 
mean ‘apprehension of difference, or nou-apprehension of non- 
difference, or the cognition of the mutual non-existence of things, 
such cognition being particularized by number such as tee 
and so on? The first definition does not suit your case; for 
the judgment ‘this is silver’ causes the remembrance of two 
separate and non-tautological words, ttz., iis and silver; there 
thus is the apprehension of the difference of a general and a 
particularizing element, and hence no * nou-liscrimination’ in. 
the sense of the first definition. Nor will the second definition 
meet your case. For since, in the way explained, there is (in 
the case of erroneous judgments like * this is silver ') apprehen- 
sion of difference, there also is non-apprehension of what is 
contradictorily opposed to difference, viz., non-difference, and 
how then could it be shown that there is present non-discrimi- 
nation which negatives such non-apprehension? And as to the 
third definition we ask whether discrimination as there defined 
implies immediate cognition of a number, such as fice ; or whether 
an eventual cognition suffices. The former alternative would 
imply that when a person says ‘Drive the cow to this place 
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with a stick’ there is non-discrimination of the cow and the 
stick, because the person does not ut the time explicitly realize 
that there are two things. And on the latter alternative non- 
discrimination would be absent in the case of the silver before 
us; for the two-ness of the this and the silver may of course 
be cognized eventually. Well then, if non-discrimination 
eannot be defined on the basis of its counter-notion (discrimina- 
tion), let us dlefine it by means of the things of which it is an 
attribute ! This also, we reply, cannot be done. For there 
ean be no nen-discrimination of two things presented to conscious- 
ness, for (ae two) ther clearly present themselves as not tautolo- 
gical (v.2., as distinct), And if you say that there is non-diseri- 
mination of things nol presented to conselousness, there would 
be error even in the case of deep sleep (in which as a matter 
of fact error does not arise since there is no cognition at all). 

Listen then (the akhydti-vadin says) to the following deti- 
nition of non-discrimination. Non-discrimination means non- 
apprehension of non-connexion {asamsarga). And such non- 
apprehension is present in the case of the this and the silver 
being present to consciousness, because at the time there is no 
eonsciousness of the following form ‘ the this and the silver are 
not combined.’ But, we reply, what do you really understand 
by the non-apprehension of non-connexion ? Do you mean the 
non-connexion of apprehension and remembrance only; or of 
any two things; or of such things ouly regarding which there 
is no cognition of connexion ?—The first alternative would 
imply that the state of consciousness “[ amaman' is not an 
error, for here both the terms non-discriminated are directly 
apprehended (t.¢., this ig not a case where the non-connexion 
of direct apprehension and remembrance is not apprehended), 

On the second alternative judgments such as ‘the cow is 
short-horned,’ * the cloth is white’ would be erroneous ; since they 
do not imply a consciousness of non-connexion (between the 
eloth and the whiteness ete.) And on the third alternative the 
same difficulty arises. For in the case of the judgments last 
quoted no cognition of connexion (samsarga) is possible, since 
the true object of such cognition, riz., oneness .aikya) is absent, 
And that oneness really is the object of the cognition of 
connexion (samsarga) we learn from recognition (of the silver, 
as perceived elsewhere, in the shell). 
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Should it be said that the object of the cognition of sam- 
sarga ig uot oneness but relations such as that subsisting 
between quality and substrate ; then, we point out, the relation 
of similarity also, which is expressed in the judgment * this 
is silver’, may be held to be the object of such cognition of 
sumsarga, and that consciousness of samsarga (as implied 
in that judgment) cannot be denied. + But the cognition in 
question is sublated by the cognition of non-connexion (asazi- 
sarga) which is implied in the subsequent judgment * this is not 
silver, ' and hence the connexion and the consciousness of it are 
not possible ! But, we reply, on your view, in the case of 
quality and substrate also there is cognition of non-connexion 
which in that case is called cognition of mutual non-existence 
(we no doubt judge * the cloth is white’; butat the same time 
we cognize the cloth not to be whiteness, and whiteness not to be 
the cloth} ; and as thus there is neither connexion norconsecious- 
ness of it, it follows that those judgments also (1. ¢. the judgments 
afirming relations of quality and substrate) are erroneous ! 
(which you of course do not mean to admit) The conclusion, 
therefore, is that non-discrimination (which, according to you, 
eonstitutes error) cannot be delined as nou-apprehension of 
non-connex ion. 

But, the holder of the aklhydati-view retorts, if you reject 
my theory of non-discrimination, you on your part are bound 
to show what constitutes the discriminating agency in the 
judgments under discussion, The perception certainly does 
not discriminate its own object from the thing remembered, 
since its power to present to consciousness particulars is, at 
the time, obstructed by imperfections. Nor also is remembrance 
capable of discriminating its own object from the object of 
perception ; for the consciousness of remembrance as such is 
obscured at the tume, This is not so, we reply, The dis- 
criminative power of both may easily be proved. 

[Page 30). And first with regard to perception; if you say 
that the perception is incapable to distinguish its object from the 
thing remembered, do you hold the difference between the this- 
aspect and the silver-aspect to be between those things regarded 
as individuals belonging to particular claxses, or between them- 
selves only (regarded, independently of all other conditions)? 
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You cannot hold the first alternative ; for as in the given case, 
the this-aspect and silver-aspect are not cognised as individuals 
belonging to particular classes, there is no difference between 
them ; and hence as they are one, what would arise onder the 
circumstances is that combined state of consciousness which you 
deny. 

And as to the second alternative we ask whether you under- 
stand the process of cognition to accomplish itself in that way 
that the first cognition apprehends the thing only, the second 
apprehends it as possessing characters distinguishing it from 
the other thing; and the third only the difference; or whether 
you hold the difference to be apprehended at once, together 
with the thing. The former alternative would imply that all 
cognitions whatever are erroneous; for all of them alike would, 
in the stages previous to the apprehension of difference, imply 
non-diserimination. n the second alternative, on the other 
hand, since the apprehension of difference would immediately 
result from the apprehension of this-ness, that particularizing 
content which ts required for the cognition of difference would 
present itself to consciousness at once; and this of course 
amounts tothe admission that the spowsinnstion (perception) 

esesses (liscriminative power. 

iulsgotels remembrance also may be shown to be dis- 
eriminative. You (the holder of the akhyati-vada) are unable 
to give a satisfactory account of that se-called * consciousness 
of remembrance’ (smaranabhimina) to the obscuration of which 
you ascribe the want of discrimination on the part of remem- 
brance, What, we ask, do you understand by ‘ consciousness of 
remembrance '? Is it, firstly, nothing else than remembrance : 
or secondly, something other than remembrance ; or, thirdly, an 
attribute of remembrance; or, fourthly, the mental appichins 
sion of something as distinguished by previous perception ; 
or, fifthly, some special feature of remembrance depending on 
remembrance itself only; or sixthly, a special feature depend- 
ingon an object different from that of the previous percep- 
tion ; or, in the seventh place, the quality of producing a differ- 
ence in the resultant activity (due to the two) or, inthe eighth 
place, the immediate consciousness ‘| ramember’? There is 
no room for the first alternative; for if remembrance (which, 
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according to the definition, is the same as ‘ consciousness 
of remembrance) is itself obseured, the eognition of silver 
(which you say i# remembrance) cannot rise at all, The second 
alternative is equally inadmissible ; for why should remembrance 
become non-discriminative on something else being obscured ? 
The third alternative cannot be accepted because no such 
attribute is known to exist. To the fourth alternative there is 
the following objection, In the case of errors of recognition— 
as when we mistakenly think ‘ This man is that same Devadatta 
whom | met on & previous occasion’—a previous perception 
enters into our state of consciousness, and thus there is non- 
discrimination (as evinced hy the mistaken recognition) without 
that obscuration (on which you say non-discrimination depends). 
But our definition was meant for simple remembrance only, not 
for recognition ! Even with this limitation we reply, your 
definition cannot be upheld. For, we ask, does the previous 
perception constitute as its object itself also (i, «., the per- 
ception), or only the thing perceived? The former cannot be; 
as it is not possible for a thing to operate upon itself. And, on 
the latter alternative, it is the thing only which in the act of 
remembrance, 1s represented im consciousness ; not the pereep- 
tion itself which was mot the object of perception (and therefore 
cannot be remembered). But, when our thought has the 
following form ‘the jar was perceived by me,’ we clearly remem- 
ber a thing as qualified by a previous perception ! Not so, 
we reply. The remembrance to which you refer is a different 
remembrance due to what the Natyayikas call ‘secondary’ or 
‘supervening’ cognition (anuvyavasiya) or to an inference, 
Such remembrance is other than that which is due to the 
‘primary ' cognition (vyavasiiya) which has for its object the 
jar only (not the perception of the jar). Of remembrance of 
the former kind you may not even say that its object is 
that previous cognition, termed anuvyavasaya, which gives rise to 
it (the remembrance) ; its object rather is the jar as cognized in 
the anuvyavasaya cognition and distinguished by the vyavasiya 
cognition. We, therefore, may argue as follows. ‘The remem- 
brance under discussion does not apprehend the thing as charac- 
terized hy the cognition on which it (the remembrance) rests - 
for it is a (mere) remembrance ; just like the remembrance of 
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things denoted by words.’ For words give rise to the remem- 
branee of the things with which they are associated. 
[Page 31] At this place, unwilling to admit the proving 
force of the last instance, the Bauddha philosopher interposes. 
Tt 1s irrational, he contends, to ascribe to words the power of 
reminding oneof the things associated with them, since things 
and words clearly cannot be viewed as connected with each 
other either in the way of conjunction (satryoga) or of any other 
form of connexion. If it be said that the connexion lies therein 
that words possess the power of producing knowledge (bocha, 
viz,, of things); we ask what you understand by knowledge— 
whether immediate intuitive knowledge (anubhava), on remem- 
brance (representative knowledge), ‘The former cannot be the 
ease + for although words combined so as to form a sentence pro- 
duce an immediate cognition of the sense of the sentence, each by 
itself does not give rise to an analogous cognition of the thing it 
denotes, At the time when the meaning of a word is first learned, 
the thing denoted by it is apprehended by some other means of 
knowledge (Perception and the rest); as has been declared :— 
The Word also, not sfiording the cognition of anything now, 
cannot be regarded as different from what causes remembrance.’ 
On the second alternative we shall have to say that 
the ‘power’ of the word when producing its effect is either 
known or unknown. The latter cannot be ; for as a matter of 
fact, Remembrance has its cause always known. Nor is the 
former alternative possible; for since a power is known through 
its effects only, we here entangle ourselves in reasoning in a 
circle— words give rise to the remembrance of things because 
they possess the power of doing so’; and ‘ we infer that power 
belonging to words from the fact that they do give rise to the 
remembrance of things.’ But, it may be objected, the way 
in which we come to know the power of words is as follows, The 
child inferring from the actions of the older people around him 
the ideas which give rise to the actions ascertains from the fact 
that those ideas and actions immediately follow on certain words, 
that the words have the power of originating those ideas: they 
thus ascertain the power of words, at the very first time when 
they come to learn their meaning, from actions such as bringing 
and lifting, and hence the charge of reasoning in a cirele is 
baseless. But even granting this, the Bauddha resumes, 
there arises a further question, does that power (of originating 
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ideas ; which you say is originally ascertained in the manner 
described above) belong to the mere words or to the words as 
connected with certain definite things ? To the former alternative 
there lies the objection that on it it could not be shown at all why 
each individual word is connected with one definite idea only. 
(in the second alternative, again, we should have.to search fora 
further connexion determining the connexion called ‘ power’ 
(.e., the connexion consisting therein that a certain word 
has the power to express a certain idea), and that connexion 
again would require a further connexion to explain it, and so on 
ad tnjfinitum. If against this you were to urge the principle 
that ‘the power establishes itself as well as other things,” we 
ask the further question, ‘Is the thing, at the moment of 
remembrance, remembered owing to the auditory perception 
of the mere word ; or owing to the perception of the word as 
possessing “power with regard to the thing ; or owing to the 
mental impression due to the cognition of that power together 
with the perception of the word? ‘The first alternative is 
inacceptable fur the reason that if leaves unexplained why 
definite words are connected with detinite ideas, On the second 
alternative the thing also would be immediately known at the 
very time when the word ts heard, and it thus would be purpose- 
less to assume a remembrance (of the thing) produced by the 
word. Nor can we accept the third alternative. For we observe 
that in other cases of remembrance there are certain other definite 
relations between the thing remembered and that which suggests 
the remembrance—such as similarity, contrariety (contrast - 
virodha), the relation of cause and effect, etc. ; while there is no 
such relation to connect the thing and the word. ‘That words 
possess reminding (suggestive) power and that the sentence is a 
means of valid knowledge, we, therefore, hold to be a mere base- 
less theory of the followers of the Veda. 

Against this Bauddha view we Vedantins now argue as follows. 
No valid objection lies against the theory that the remembrance 
of a thing is produced by the auditory perception of the word 
together with the impression Jeft on the mind by the cognition 
of the power of the word. What the Banddha asserts on this 
point (‘in other cases etc.’) is unfounded. Does he mean that 
#8 In other cases so in the case of words also similarity or the 
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like has to be admitted? Or that, as in the case of words, there 
should be in other cases also power, and not similarity or the 
like? Or that, since in the case of words there are absent such 
fundamental relations as similarity and so on, words do not 
give rise to remembrance in spite of their power todoso? The 
first alternative is inadmissible; for we do not observe any 
similarity between words and the things they denote, and we have 
no right to make assumptions not resting on actual observation, 
In those other cases, on the other hand, similarity and certain 
other relations are actually observed and, therefore, need not to he 
assumed, The second alternative is likewise inadmissible; for 
what is actually experienced cannot be denied. Nor can the 
third alternative be accepted ; for it is irrational to maintain that 
a thing possessing a certain power does not produce its effect. 
Our conclusion, therefore, is that words inasmuch as possessing 
a specific power do give rise to the remeinbrance of things. 
The original perceptions are wot remembered together with 
the thing. For, 1! they were so remembered, it would follow 
therefrom that the words denote not only the things but also 
those original perceptions (and this is clearly not the case), 

After this digression we now proceed with the refutation of 
the remaining definitions of * consciousness of remembrance’ 
(smaranibhimana) (noticed on page 7(j). The fifth detinition 
also is inadmissible. For apart from the special circumstances 
of canse, object ete. (of cognitions, remembrance), we observe no 
special characteristics of cognitional states themselves, 

Nor can we accept the sixth and seventh definitions ; for 
remembrance has no object und no resulting cognition other 
than the object of, and the cognition resulting from, the original 
perception. Nor finally can we accept the eighth definition. 
If it were by other means that the immediate consciousness 
expressing itself in the form ‘| remember’ possesses discrimi- 
native power, it might perhaps he said that it loses that 
diseriminative power through obscuration, for the conscious- 
ness in question arises in intimate connexion with the word 
denoting remembrance (‘1 remember), the word denoting per- 
ception (‘I perceive’) being shut out from consciousness, How 
then could such consciousness (which implies discrimination 
of perception and remembrance) arise at all, unless there were 
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an initial discrimination of perception and remembrance? The 
acceptance of the definition thus would involve us in circular 
reasoning ‘if there is discrimination, there is consciousness of 
remembrance,’ and, on the other hand, ‘if there is consciousness 
of remembrance, there is discrimination.’ 

As it thus appears that no rational account ean be given of that 
so called ‘ consciousness of remembrance ' by means of the obs- 
curation of which the akhyati-vidin undertakes to explain error, 
it follows that remembrance does possess discriminative power. 

But, the opponent objects, if both the perception and the 
remembrance har for their object nothing but the single thing, 
it would follow that the two do not differ in any way; and 
henee you must admit after all that what constitutes the specific 
object of remembrance is the thing as qualified by the previous 
perception, and this is what we understand by the ‘ conscious- 
ness of remembrance. ° Not so, we reply. A difference between 
remembrance and perception is established by the difference of 
their respective causes. On your view, there would he no 
difference between an act of remembrance, and an act of inference 
that has for its object a previous perception; since both have the 
same object. § There would bea difference, the opponent replies. 
What distinguishes an act of remembrance from an act of 
inference that has for its object a thing previously perceived, 
is that character or aspect of remembrance which is expressed 
by the pronoun ‘that’ (the remembrance expressing itself in 
the form ‘this thing now before my mind is that thing). But 
what, we ask in reply, is that aspect or character which is 
expressed by that? Does that denote what is distinguished 
by non-present place and time? Or what is connected with 
4 previous perception? Or what is produced by an impression 
left on the mind by a previous perception? The first alter- 
native does not suit; since from it it would follow that 
the act of inference also is recollection (for an inference also 
may be expressed in the form ‘this fire which I now infer 
from smoke is that fire which I perceived on previous occa- 
sions,') Nor is the second meaning acceptable ; for the infer- 
ential cognition also presents itself to the mind as connected 
with a previous direct apprehension. And the third alternative 
clearly implies a view the same as ours, viz., that the difference 
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between parception and remembrance is one of cause (the remem- 
brance only being caused by a mental impression). Very 
well, the opponent resumes, let os then say that in the case in 
question also (7. ¢., the erroneous cognition of silver) there is 
rememirance of silver, due to an impression left on the mind by 
the previous perception of silver! Are you not aware, we 
reply, that of this view we have already disposed by pointing ont 
that the silver presents itself to consciousness as actually present, 
not as remembered ? Nor may you say that such presentation is 
the effect of non-diserimination ; for it is not non-diserimination 
that determines error, What, indeed, should it be that is non- 
discriminated—two things perceived ? or one perceived and one 
remembered ? or two things remembered? The first alternative 
is inadmissible ; for it would imply that there is no error in the 
dreaming state. For in that state the only thing immediately 
apprehended is the Self; henee your condition of error, 7. ¢., the 
presence of tico apprehended things which are not discriminated, 
is absent. From the second alternative it would follow that the 
dreaming soul has states of consciousness of the following form 
‘l am something blue or the like.’ (For in dream there is 
erroneous cognition, and according to the definition error 
consists in the non-diserimination of a thing apprehended and 
a thing remembered. Now the only thing immediately appre- 
hended in dream is the Self; henee judgments of the above 
kind would arise). And on the third alternative, anything nat 
directly apprehended (but previously apprehended) should 
present itself in erroneous cognition; for all such things alike 
may be remembered. We, therefore, are justified in maintain- 
ing that the inference that the silver before us is (not false but 
merely) remembered silver is invalid; for the condition of its 
validity, riz., the silver appearing to consciousness as something 
not direetly perceived, is absent. As regards the reasoning in 
support of reality, we meet that with the following counter- 
reasoning:—" The cognitions in question are not real, hecause 
they are sublated, like all activity ne to wrong conception.” 
From all this it follows that you should give up your hankering 
after the double character of cognitions, and accept the fact that 
the cognition in question is an error, 
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the former in the third volume of his ‘ Mythologie’) put forth the 
view that Varuna—who, as is known, occupies in the religion 
of the Vedic tribes a much more prominent position than in later 
times—was originally a personification of the moon ; 80 that the 
Vedic pair Mitri-Varupau would represent the two great 
heavenly luminaries, san and moon. We refer for some further 
details concerning this hypothesis to the review of Professor 
Hillebrandt’s Vedic Mythology, in the first number of Indian 
Thought. Several other matters connected with the moon will 
be discussed later on in connection with the Vedic notions as to 
the measurement of time. 

Planete.—It has been recognised since a long time that the 
Veda—Samhitias and Brahmanas alike—nowhere distinctly refers 
to the planets; strange though such an omission, or the want 
af knowledge it seems to imply, may appear tous, We have here 
to distinguish two separate questions: vis., firstly, whether the 
Brahmanas and Sambitis anywhere mention, or allude to, the 
well-known five planets which are distinguishable with the naked 
eve, and, therefore, were recognised by the majority of the ancient 
civilized nations, as a special class of heavenly bodies; and 
seconilly, whether at any rate some, possibly one or two only of 
the planets, are named or unambiguously alluded to in the Vedic 
writings. As to the first question, it is a fact that a pentad 
of planets, or in general heavenly bodies, is nowhere mentioned 
in the Brahmanas. And from this silence we appear justified 
in drawing the conclusion that the planets as a special class of 
celestial luminaries were actually not known to the authors of 
those works. Every one at all familiar with the intellectual 
tendencies and tastes which manifest themselves in the Brahmanas 
and the modes of exposition and expression which they favour, 
knows what stress is laid there on numerical relations and 
analogies ; and more particularly how persistently they endeavour 
to find for certain numbers or growps of numbers the considera- 
tion of which naturally suggests itself in connexion with sacrificial 
rites, numerical parallels or analogies in the realm of physical or 
cosmical phenomena. Thus any triad of objects constantly 
suggests to them the three worlds; any group of five or six 
things, the seasons of the year (which are prevailingly counted as 

either five or six); any group of twelve, the months of the year ; 
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and soon. We may go so far as to say with some confidence 
that if to the minds of the compilers of the Brahmanas the idea 
of the group constituted by the five planets had been at all a 
familiar one, they would not have failed to make use of it ina 
similar allegorizing or symbolizing manner, But the faet js 
that, although the opportunities for doing so are many, they are 
nowhere taken advantage of, 

The absence, in the Brahmanas, of any inention, and probably 
knowledge, of the five planets as a group, supplies an a@ prior 
argument of some weight against the view that the five planets 
were known to the Vedic tribes in the Samhita leriod, Attempts 
ta connect with the planets any groups of five things spoken 
of in the hymns, therefore, require to be received, if not with 
initial suspicion, at any rate in a critical spirit. There is @. g., 
no valid reason to explain the ‘five oxen which stand in the 
middle of the sky’ (Ri. Samh. I, 105, 10} as meaning the five 
Planets; if heavenly bodies are meant, it would be more natural 
to think of a constellation comprising five fixed stars. Professor 
Hillebrandt thinks that the choice of the expression ‘ which 
stand in the middle of the sky’ points to a constellation that 
does not set, i.e. a cireumpolar one, The same scholar, on the 
other hand, finds a reference to the five planets in the ‘ five 
adhvaryus’ mentioned in BR, 8. UL. 7. 7. in connexion with 
the “seven wise ones' (adhvaryubhih pafichabhih supta viprah 
priyam rakganto nihitam padam veh ete.) The ‘seven viprah,’ 
he thinks, are the stars forming the constellation of the Great 
Bear which are generally spoken of as the seven Risis; and 
this in its turn makes it likely that by the ‘ five adhvaryus ’ 
also there are meant not the earthly adhvaryus but a heavenly 
prototype of them, vis., the five planets which are moving 
about in the sky, just as it is characteristic of the earthly 
adhvaryus busily to move to and fro during the performance of 
the sacrifice. The interpretation is at any rate not an impossible 
one, 

There is one further passage in the hymns which possibly 
implies a knowledge of the five planets as a group. It, Sambh. 
X. 55, 4. says with regard to Indra— He filled the two worlds 
and what is between in manifold ways; he looks at the fire 
gods, the seven-seven, according to the times (or seasons), with 
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thirty-four-fold light which is of one colour but has different 
laws. What is this thirty-four-fold light? Siyana explains * he 
looks at ete., together with the troop (gana) of the gods, whose 
number is thirty-four,’ understanding by the 34 gods the eight 
Vasus, the eleven Rudras, the twelve Adityas, Prajapati, the 
Vusat-ka@ra und Virajy. But the explanation of yyotsh by decayaya 
is by no means plausible, and the manner in which the total 
af thirty-four is made up is arbitrary. Now Professor Ludwig 
Gin the notes to his translation of the itik-Samhita) suggests 
that we should understand by ‘the thirty-four-fold light whieh 
is of one colour but has different laws,’ the sun, the moon, the 
twenty-seven nakshatras and the five planets (2-+27+5); and 
we cannot, | think, deny to this interpretation a fair degree of 
plausibility. The statement that the ‘lights’ have one colour 
but follow different laws, thus explains itself very satisfactorily, 
and it is evident that the total ‘ thirty-four’ t* arrived at tn a 
natural unforced way. It, of course, is well known that the bulk 
of the hymns of the tenth Mandala slows peculiarities of thonght 
and language which separate it from what with goo reason are 
considered the older books of the Sambita, and the acceptance 
of Professor Ludwig's interpretation, therefore, would not compel 
us to abandon the view that the [tik-Samhita proper shows 
no acquaintance with the fice planets. With these *34" lights 
Professor Ainmmer (Altin. Leben, p. 355) again is melined to 
connect what the Taitt. Samh, says as to Prajipati giving 
his thirty-three daughters in marriage to king Soma, the 
moon; understanding by the 55 daughters the 27 naksatras, 
the five planets and a divine being Stirva’, who in other places 
appears as a wife of the moon. But it is evident that the way 
in which this total is made up is much less convineing than 
Professor Ludwig's idea of accounting for the total thirty-four ; 
and moreover, wherever else—and this is in many places—the 
story of Prajapati's daughters and their husband, the moon, is 
told, these daughters are spoken of as the Naksatras only. 
The * thirty-three’ of the Taittiriya Samhita thus, for the present, 
remains unexplained. 

There remains the second question, viz., whether, even if the 
five planets asa group were not known to the Vedic tribes, the 
hymns and Brahmanas do not contain unmistakeable references 
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to some, or one or other, of the planets, That the two brightest 
planets, Jupiter and Venus, should not have attracted the atten- 
tion of the Vedic people: and been singled out by them from 
the other stars as planets, 1. ¢., heavenly bodies which constantly 
ehange their place among the constellations—this indeed 
seems somewhat difficult to understand. The rapid and cons- 
picuous changes in the position of Venus especially—which at 
the same time is the most brilliant of all stars—eannot possibly, 
we should say, escape notice; even on the part of people who 
may as yet fail to recognise that the evening star and the morn- 
ing star are one. All the same itis a fact that neither hymns 
nor Bralimanas contain any passage that can with certainty 
be interpreted as referring to either of these planeta, not to 
mention the other less conspicuous ones. A further distinction 
has here tobe made, The first questions is—'Do the Vedic 
books mention any of the planets in an altogether unambiguous 
wav, 1, ¢, In such a way that there can be no donbt as to the 
post or writer having in his mind one of this class of heavenly 
bodies?" And the second question is— Are there good reasons 
for our interpreting any of the divine beings recognised in 
the Veda as originally planetary divinities, even though this 
natural basis may have become obseured or even totally for- 
gotten later on? The answer to the former question is an 
unconditional negative; there is no Vedic passage which refers 
to any one of the planets as planet in the same u nambiguous 
way as later Indian literature (the astrological Sambitas, the 
Parishistas of the Atharvaveda, and so forth). To the second 
question no such concise and definite answer can be given ; 
for we here again enter the realm of mythological speculation, 
truly a ‘dim realm of shape-confounding possibilities *©. 
Among the wore important divinities to whom hymns are 
addressed we of course have Brihaspati who evidently is a god 
of light, and of whom IV. 50.4 says that he ‘was first born 
from great light in the highest heaven’: but there is nothing 
either in the hymns or the Brahmanas to convince us that the Bri- 
haspati invoked by the Vedic tribes is identical with the planet 
Jupiter whose main name, in later times is Brihaspati. As far 
us I know, none of the more important writers on Vedic 
® As Epimetheus, in Goethe (Pandora) calls the world of dreams. 
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mythology are willing to admit the identity of the two beings; 
the reason being that nothing that the Veda says of Brihaspati 
has a distinct, or in fact even remote, planetary character. Pro- 
fessor MacDonell considers the Vedie Brihaspati to have been 
originally ‘an aspect of Agni as a divine priest presiding over 
devotion’; Professor Oldenberg sees in him, with special reference 
to his other name * Brahmanaspati’ ‘the patron of the holy 
words uttered by the priest’; Professor Hillebrandt, laying stress 
on those attributes of the god which connect him with light and 
deeds of light, views him as an originally lunar deity. Even if 
we were to admit, as a not altogether impossible hypothesis, that 
the Brihaspati of the hymns originally was one with the planet 
Jupiter, we should have to acknowledge that this physical basis 
had passed altogether out of the ken of the poets of the Rik 
Samhita, Of the planet Venus also, there is no mention anywhere 
in the Vedic writings; and, unlike the case of Jupiter, there 
also is no Vedic divinity which, on account of identity of name, 
could claim to be considered as an ancient personification of 
the planet. | 

Mr. Sh. B. Diksit, adopting certain conjectures put forth 
in Mr, Tilak’s Orion, thinks that the Shukra mentioned 
in certain Brahmana passages in connexion with the Soma- 
sacrifice originally represented the planet generally known as 
Shukra in later times (i. ¢., Venus), and attempts to strengthen 
this hypothesis by identifying this Shukra with the Vedic 
divinity called Vena, and by establishing etymological equa- 
tions between Vena and Venus, and Skukra and Kypris 
(one of the Greek names of Aphrodite, the goddess of love), 
These etymological speculations may be dismissed at ance. 
Any body at all familiar with the elements of the Com- 
parative Philology of the Indo-European languages is aware that 
(not to mention other points) Vena with its long @ cannot be one 
with Vénus ; the’ latter word etymologically belongs to the 
Vedic vanas (delight). Moreover the ancient Roman goddess 
Venus originally had nothing whatever to do with the planet: 
the name Venus was given to the planet in a later period only 
when the Roman goddess Venus had, by the learned, been 
identified with the Greek Aphrodite whose connexion with the 
planet had previously established itself. As to the alleged 
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connexion of Shukra with Kypris we here are met not by an abso- 
lute etymological impossibility, but again by a historical one, 
Aphrodite was called Kypris on account of the island Kypros 
(Cyprus) being. an ancient and important seat of her worship. 
It is at present generally admitted that inthe Greek Aphrodite 
there is, to say the least, a strong element of western-Agiatic 
origin: some go so far as to consider her as in no sense 
genuinely Greek. And so much is certain that the connexion 
of the goddess with the planet is not an originally Greek but a 
Shemitic (Babylonian or Syrian) idea. The hypothesis of the 
ancient Indo-European nations having acknowledged as one of 
their divinities the planet Venus (called Vena or Shukra), there- 
fore, is destitute of all foundation. 

Turning to the Vedic passages mentioning Shukra we fail 
to discover any relation of that Shukra to the planet Shukra. 
“The bright’ or ‘shining’ one there is the name of one of the 
eups out of which the priests drink the Soma-juice ; the name of 
eourse easily lends itself to certain imaginative combinations 
or identifications, and the Shatapatha-Brahmana (IV. 2. 1. 1.) 
accordingly remarks that the Shukra is ‘he that burns yonder’ 
(i.¢,, the sun). We need not hold ourselves bound by the views 
of the Shatapatha; but there is really nothing in the context 
elther of this, or of other similar passages, to suggest the 
planet Venus. 

We will refer in this place to a few further interesting 
apeculations as to certain Vedic divinities having had a pla- 
netary (or astral) origin, although no certain results have been 
reached and all this lies, strictly speaking, outside the sphere 
of the history of Indian astronomy. Since the very beginning 
of the study of Vedic mythology—and this study was really 
originated in India itself by the ancient authors whom Yaska 
quotes—the twin-deities, called the Ashvins (Ashvinau), have 
fiven rise to attempts to identify them with certain heavenly 
bodies or phenomena. The special facts which challenged and 
seemed to favour hypotheses in this direction are, firstly, 
that they are among the gods ‘that come early’ and appear 
in many places as closely associated with the dawn; and 
in the second place their twin character which gives to the 
efforts at interpretation a more defined character in so far as 
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limiting it to natural objects or phenomena distinguished by 
an obviously dual or alternating aspect and hence suggesting 
to the mytho-poetic fancy the image or conception of twin divini- 
ties. All the same the hypotheses as to the original nature 
of the Ashvins differ very widely. Some interpreters see in them 
the sun and moon, others the morning and evening twilight; 
others the morning and evening star ; others a pair of conspicuous 
fixed stars. Professor A. Weber, holding in view both the 
mentioned characteristic features of the Ashvins, proposed to 
identify them with the two brilliant stars in the constellation of 
the teins (Gemini; viewed as twins by the Greeks also) which 
he imagines to have risen to the definite position of ‘gods coming 
early’ i. ¢. of precursors of the rising sun, in some ancient period 
when these stars actually appeared in the east before sunrise in 
the spring season (j.¢. at the time about the vernal Equinox 
or somewhat later). Prof. Weber returned to this point on 
several occasions and gave the results of various calculations 
of the time when the two stars actually were morning stars in 
the sense stated. These results, of course, vary according to 
the month of the year which is considered the month of Spring, 
and to the latitude of the locality whether in northern 
India, or some more northern country in which the Indian 
Aryans may be supposed to bave resided; and altogether the 
hypothesis, in any of its forms, makes too many assumptions 
to be considered more than interesting and suggestive, But 
over other interpretations of the Ashving it must be acknow- 
ledged to have the undeniable advantage that it attempts to 
account both for the twin character of these divinities and 
for their being associated with the dawn and the rising sun. 

The view of the Ashvins representing the morning and the 
evening star—a personification that would have Kees conceived 
at the time when these apparently separate stars had not yet 
been recognized as merely two different aspects of one and the 
same star—has been upheld by Professor Oldenberg (amplifying 
a view previously held by certain other scholars). But, acute as 
his argumentation is, it fails to convince, inasmuch as it does not 
properly account for what appears most characteristic of the 
AEES viz., that they are twins, and both appear in the early 

ing. Similar reasons prevent us from assenting to the theory 
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of Sh. B. Diksit who would identify those too bright divine 
beings with the two most brilliant planets—Jupiter and Venus, 
and considers it a specially satisfactory feature of his theory that 
it provides for the representation, in the Vedic Pantheon, of 
the two most brilliant stars in the firmament. It no doubt 
would be gratifying to know that those two planets—which as 
Sh, B, Diksit rightly remarks cannot fail to be specially notieed 
even by casual observers of the nightly sky—actually appear 
among the Vedic divinities ; but unfortunately the Vedic texts in 
no way suggest or favour this identification, Sh. B. Diksit 
quotes in proof of his theory R. Samh., V. 73.3. Translating 
‘you two have fixed one shining wheel of your chariot at the 
place of the sun, with the other wheel you wander round the 
world,’ he finds in the wheel which is fastened to the sun a 
reference to Venus which never is very far from the sun; and in 
the other wheel which moves round the world a reference to 
Jupiter which performs an independent revolution round the 
sphere and appears at all distances from the sun. This would 
indeed be plausible enough, if only it were possible to translate 
‘irma by ‘in the sun’; but this interpretation although given by 
Sfyana is absolutely unjustified ; whatever the meaning of the 
diffeult word ‘irma" may be, it certainly does not mean ihe sun. 
And there is no other Vedic text which would even remotely 
countenance the identification of the two Ashyins with Jupiter 
and Venus. A full discussion of some of the hypotheses as 
to the nature of the Ashvins, discussed so far, is to be found 
in the drd volume of Prof. Hillebrandt's Vedic Mythology 
p- 370, f. Some other interpretations of a non-astral and 
non-planetary nature are reviewed by the same author. We 
share the opinion expressed by Prof. Hillebrandt, that none 
of the attempted identifications can in any sense be called 
convincing. 

This also would be the place to give an account and eriti- 
eism of the interesting speculations of Prof Oldenberg concern- 
ing the possible identity of the seven Adityas with sun, moon 
and planets, and the hypothetical borrowing of this entire 
group of gods by the Indian Aryans, from the Babylonians or 
Protobabylonians. Butas we have treated of this theory in 
our review Of Prof. Hillebrandt's Mythology (First number 
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of ‘Indian Thought,’ p. 105 ff,) we need not do more than refer 
the reader to that place. 

Fixed Stars. What the Vedic books have to tell us concern- 
ing the (fixed) stars connects itself almost exclusively with that 
band or belt of stars or constellations situated on, or mot far 
from, the Ecliptic, to which the name ‘ naksatra * applies in 
a special sense. The Samhitas and Brahmanas occasionally, 
but not frequently, refer to the (fixed) stars in general; and 
‘naksatra’ itself originally is one of the terms the meaning 
af which is simply ‘star,’ without any special distinction.* 
Apart from that limited number of constellations to which later 
on the term ‘naksatra’ was restricted, the Vedic texts refer 
only to very few stars or constellations, And it may here he 
remarked at once that this narrowness of knowledge or refer- 
ence is characteristic of Indian Astronomy im all its periods. 
While the other great ancient nations which advanced far 
enough to have astronomies of their own (notably the Baby- 
lonians, the Egyptians, the Chinese, lateron the Greeks, and 
probably, although perhaps to a more limited extent, the 
Arabs also), appear to have been interested in taking a survey 
of the entire starry sky, and to give names at any rate to 
allthe more conspicuous stars and constellations whether on 
or near the Eeliptic, or remote from it, the Indian Siddhantas 
even name only a few of the most brilliant stars in addition 
to the nakgatras in the narrower sense. The only constella- 
tion, not near the Ecliptic, which is quite unambiguously men- 
tioned in the Veda, is the seven [isis (constellation of the 
Great Bear) which appear to be referred to in the R. Samh. and 
of which the Shatapatha Bralimana says that they were formerly 
ealled ‘piksih’. For possible references to other constellations 
there may be compared Sh. B. Di,. p. 6, and the third volume 
of Prof. Hillebrandt’s Mythology (see the index under ‘Stern- 
bilder’). The Brahmanas do not add anything of importance 
to our knowledge of the constellations ; and it is only in some 
of the presumably later Sttras that we find references, im addi- 
tion to the seven Risis, to Arundhati a star close to the former 
constellation, and to the polar star (Dhruva).— Weshall have 
to deal with the latter star, in a special connexion, later on. 
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* Cf. on this point Sh. B. Di, p. 51. + Compare Hillebrandt, v. w, TI, p. 
20. 
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In the more obseure parts of the Sambitas there may 
be hidden references to stars and constellations, not so far 
properly understood. Interesting attempts to interpret certain 
Vedic myths as ‘astral’ have, among others, been made by 
Mr. Tilak in his two well-known books, We may mention the 
myth of Prajapati changing himsef into a ‘ mriga’ and approact 
ing hisown daughter, and being pierced by Rudra with an 
arrow ; the astral references of this story are beyond doubt, we 
do not, however, wish to analyse them in this place: to certain 
questions connected with it we shall have to attend later on, 
An elaborate attempt to find for the strange and uncouth things 
told in a hymn of the tenth Mandala of a divine or semi-divine 
being called Vyisikapi an astral on astronomical basis, is made 
by Mr. Tilak in the 7th chapter of his Orion. But the interpre- 
tation is absolutely unconvincing 7 

We now come to the naksatras in the narrower sense i. w, 
to a series of stars and constellations, generally counted as 27 
and less frequently as 28, which form a kind of belt extending 
round the entire sphere on both sides of the Ecliptic, and thus, 
af course, are largely identical with parts of the constellations 
of the zodiac as recognised by the Greek astronomers and all 
nations influenced by the astronomical teaching of the Greeks, 
We take it for granted that our readers are acquainted in some 
measure with the important place these naksatras have held 
from the earliest times, and continue to hold at the present day, 
in the astronomical system of the Hindus, and even to a higher 
extent in all views, beliefs and practices which may be com- 
prised under the heading Astrology. It would be easy to fill a 
volume with a discussion of matters connected with the Naksa- 
tras. We shall in the present work touch on some of the points 
lightly only, while other more important aspects will be treated 
at some length. There is a not inconsiderable modern literature 
devoted to enquiries into the Naksatra system of the Hindu 
and the similar systems developed by other nations. 

a Compare Weber, Noakgatras, secon part, p. 368 ff; Tilak’s Orion ch. 
VI; Sh. 5, Di, p. 67, & 

7 We note that Prof. Hillebrandt, while refusing to accept Mr, Tilak's view 
of Vristkapi, himeelf considers it not unlikely that Vristkapi may be o 
constellation (V. M. ITI p. 278). 
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The fullest knowledge of the Naksatras is to be derived 
from the astronomical writings of the Siddhanta period, the 
details given by which as to the longitude and latitude of 
the main stars of those constellations enable us to identify 
tham, beyond doubt in almost all cases, with the stars and 
constellations known to modern western Astronomy. Most of 
these identifications were effected already in the early days of 
the western study of Indian literature ; there is the findamental 
paper of Colebrooke ‘Qn the Indian and Arabian Divisions of 
the Zodiac,’ published a hundred years ago. Among later efforts 
in this direction much the most important is the discussion of 
Colebrooke's results by the late Professor Whitney {in the notes 
to Burgess and Whitney's translation of the Stirya Siddhanta, 
ch. VIII), A comprehensive discussion of all the previous 
attempts to identify the Naksatras is given in Sh. B, Dikshit's 
book, p. 450 ff On the whole Colebrooke’s results have been 
but little affected by later investigations. 

Regarding our zodiac with its twelve signs or constellations 
there can be no doubt that it was laid down with a view roughly 
to sub-divide the path which the sun apparently deseribes in the 
course of the year among the constellations ; the division of that 
path into just twelve parts being suggested by the circum- 
stance that the solar year roughly comprises twelve repetitions 
of that natural cycle which is the most striking and easily 
grasped of all heavenly cycles, wiz. the lunar month as extend- 
ing from new moon to new moon, or full moon to full moon. 
There are twelve signs of the Zodiac because approximately 
speaking the sun within one synodical month describes the twelfth 
part of the Ecliptic. Similarly, the reason for the sub-division of 
the Eeliptic or heavenly sphere into 27 parts—which is implied 
in the naksatra series comprising 27 constellations—is not far 
toseek : this is a point which could be decided in a somewhat 
@ pron way, even if the ancient literature of the Hindus, as 
also that of the Arabs, did not constantly allude to the special 
connexion of the Naksatras (or, as the Arabs call them ‘ Mena- 
ails’) with the moon. There are 27 nakeatras because the 
moon within 27 days performs a complete revolution among the 
fixed stars ; she is after 27 days and about the third part of a 
day again seen in the neighbourhood of the same star. The 
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series of the Nakgatra-constellations thus has rightly been 
called a * lunar Zodiac’: it is a series of constellations which 
lie on or near the track which the moon follows in her sidereal 
revolution ; and which, roughly, comprises as many members as 
the sidereal month comprises days. As the track of the moon, 
although not identical with the Eeliptic, is inclined to it ata, 
comparatively, inconsiderable angle only, and, moreover, owing 
to the so-called revolution of the moon’s nodes is constantly 
shifting, the constellations selected to constitute the lunar zodiac 
are most of them ecliptical constellations, i e., they lie on or not 
far from the Ecliptic ; and hence that zodiac though lunar in its 
origin could without difficulty be made use of to define the 
position at any time not only of the moon, but of the sun alse ; 
and likewise of the five planets, none of the planes of whose 
orbits are inclined to the Ecliptic at a considerable angle. In 
India, at any rate, we accordingly find evidence of the place 
of the sun having been defined ata very early time already by 
reference to the circle of the Naksatras. The same was done in 
the case of the planets, although these heavenly bodies definitely 
appear in Indian literature at a relatively late period only. 

The main interest of this lunar zodiac lies therein that it 
constitutes the chief evidence for the existence in India at an 
early uge—we inay roughly say in Vedic times—of some atten- 
tion of a more than quite primitive nature, being given to 
astronomical things, There indeed are two points only im 
Vedic literature which can be appealed to as furnishing 
evidence of that kind. We should hardly say that the bare 
knowledge of the distinction and succession of the seasons 
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orof the most obvious aspects of the heavenly bodies, such as 
¢.q., the phases of the moon, deserves to be designated as 
astronomical, even in the most rudimentary sense. But we are 
entitled to speak of the beginnings of Astronomy when we 
meet with attempts, howoever imperfect, to determine certain 
numerical relations holding good with regard to the motions 
and periods of the heavenly bodies; and further to establish 
divisions of the sphere which in some way correspond to those 
periods, Thus any attempt to define the length of the month 
and of the year, deserves to be called astronomical ; and, in 
a higher degree, any attempt to sub-divide the heavenly sphere 
28. 
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in dependence on those determinations. Attempts of the former 
kind are pre-supposed by the Intter and should, in a strictly 
methodical treatment of the subject, be dealt with first; there, 
however, will be no harm in considering the Nak-atra system, 
before formally dealing with Vedic notions as to the length 
of the moon's revolution. We may take it for granted mm this 
place that the establishers of the Nakeatra system knew that 
the sidereal (pertodical) revolution of the moon accomplishes 
itself in nbout 27 days. 

The Vedie texts already contain ¢omplete enumerations 
of the members of the Nakesntra series. Not, indeed, the 
Rik Sambita (to which piont we shall return later on); but the 
Taittiriva Sambita and Brahmana, and also the Atharva-Samhiti. 
The names of the several Nak+atras given in those lists, on the 
whole, are identical with the names met with in later astrono- 
mical works: there, however, are some interesting differences. 
All the details on this point are given in Prof. Weber's trea- 
tise.” Nor is there on the whole reason to doubt that the stars 
and constellations designated by those Vedic names were the 
eame as those the places of whieh are defined by the Sid- 
dhanta-writers. This is not, however, a matter to be taken for 
granted at once; and we shall later on, when dealing with the 
astronomical books belonging to the middle or Vedanga period, 
have to point out that certain statements made there as to the 
location of some of the Naksatras seem difficult to reconcile 
with the Siddhanta views. Verlic literature itself appears to fur- 
nish in one place at least evidence as to the old series not haying 
in all points been identical with the more modern one; as first 
pointed out with great acuteness by Prof, Weber (p. 306 ff,). It 
is worth while to give the details. The Taittiriya Brahmana, in 
a certain place, gives directions for what Prof. Weber calls an 
astrological artifice viz., the making up of a nakgatriya prajapati 
i. é@., 8 fanciful representation or outline of the body of Prajapati, 
out of stars forming part of several naksatras. The naksatras 
contributing to this outline are Hasta (which supplies the hand), 
Chitra (which forms the head), the two Vishakhe (which give 
the thighs), Anuradha (which supply the feet), and Nistyad 

* Cf. on this point Weber, Nakestras, part IJ, p. 368 42. and in other 
places; Sh. B. Di., p. 52 if. 
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which is said to form the heart.* The name Nistya is an old 
equivalent for the later Svati; and Svati is according to the 

eterminations of the Siddhantas the star « Bootis (Areturns), 
This latter star, however, is situated about 31° north of the 
Ecliptic, and henee far removed from the other constellations 
forming the body of Prajapati, all of which lie close to the 
Ecliptie and fairly lend themselves to being combined into a 
kind of outline of a body. Only the heart, if marked by 
Arcturns, would be entirely displaced. The presumption, there 
fore, is that the Nistya of the Brahmana is not Areturas but 
some other star placed closer to the Ecliptie, and this pre- 
sumption receives some support from the fact that the cor 
responding star in the lunar Zodiaes of the Arabs as well as 
of the Chinese, is not Arcturus, but « Virginis, This latter star 
would indeed supply a suitable heart for the stellar Prajapati.t 
In all speculations on possible divergence between a presump- 
tive original series of Naksatras and the series acknowledged 








* The only star-map, in which the details of the Naksatra-syatem (as also 
of the cognate lunar Zodiacs of the Arabs and the Chinese) can be studied with 
ease and advantage, is the one given in Burgess and Whitney's translation of 
the Sdrya Siddhinta (a work originally published in the Journal of the Ameri- 
ean Oriental Society), and reproduced as an accompaniment to Whitney's 
essay “On the lunar Zodiac of India, China and Arabia’ (forming part of his 
‘Oriental and linguistic studies). The map has the form of » plane projection, 
having the ecliptic as ite central line. The former work has been ont of print 
for many years; the latter is available as far as we know ; but, of course, it is 
inconvenient to have to look for a map of the Hindu lunar Zodiac in a volume 
consisting mainly of linguistic essays (even if one knows that such a map is 
to be found there). We heara great deal at present about the antiquity and 
riginality of Indian astronomical science ; the writer of this note has had the 
privilege of listening to more than one schoo!l-boy eloquently holding forth on 
this subject. But there is no work published in India which affords any help 
in the way of accurate and perspicuous special stellar maps, for the study of 
the intricate and important Naksatra-system on the decision as to whose origin 
the question of the originality of Indian science largely depends. This is o 
somewhat characteristic fact. 

T We shortly state what may be urged against the above view. In the first 
place it may be sail that the delineator of the ‘ stellar Prajipati' did not trouble 
himself about correctness of ontline and brought in the brilliant Arcturus 
to form the heart of the figure, in spite of its remote position. Next it has 
been remarked that the name nistyA seems to point to a star standing aside, ap 
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by later astronomers it, however, must not be forgotten that 
the Indian series compared to the Arabic and Chinese ones, 
shows a marked tendency to deviate from the Ecliptic in a 
somewhat unaccountable fashion; and that such deviations do 
not by themselves afford a suthcient reason for inferring that 
the constellations of the older series differed from those of 
the Later. 

We do not intend to give in this place a detailed description 
of the entire belt of constellations which constitutes the Indian 
lnnar Zodiac: the examination of Whitney's map (by all eras 
to whom it is accessible) will of course afford a much clear 
idea of the order and position of the Naksatras than any 
description could do. The following points, however, may 
be mentioned. The stars and constellations chosen by 
the Hindus as the constitutive members of their lunar Zodiac 
lie most of them within the limits of those constellations which 
were accepted by the Greeks (following the Babylonians) to 
form the so-called ‘signs’ of the ‘Solar, Zodiac. The details, 
shortly stated, are as follows: (1) Krittikas (=the Pleiades; 
witn which we begin because the oldest enumerations of the 
Naksatras begin with this constellation) and (2) Rohini 
(Aldebaran) lie within Taurus. The two next Naksatras, (3) 
Myigashiras and (4) Ardra (=a Orionis) lie within Orion. (5) 
Punarvasu is constituted by the two bright stars of Gemini. (6) 
Pusya hes within Cancer. (7) Ashles& lies within Hydra, close 
upon the borders of Cancer. (8) Maghas is within Leo ; so are (9) 
and (10), the Two Phalgunis, (11) Hasta is within Corvus, to the 
suuth of Virgo. (12) Chitra is Spica, the bright star in Virgo. In 
(13) Svati (Arcturus), the series in an extraordinary way (see above) 
deviates towards the north into Bootes. In 14) Vishakha, the 
series returns to the Ecliptic, in Libra. The three next naksa- 
tras, (15) Anuradha, (16) Jyestha and (17) Mula lie within Scor- 
pia, (18) and (19), the two Asadhas are stars in Sagittarius. The 
‘Position of the next three Naksatras implies another, even more 
outcast as it were: and that, hence, after all, the ‘star mest may be die far off 








Arcturus. Sh. B. Di. directs attention to the fact that Arcturus has avery ~ 


considerable proper motion, and, therefore, may in ancient time have been in a 
plnce fitting it to form the heart of the imaginary Prajipati, But the distance 
of Arcturus from the other stars concerned is too great for this conjecture 
appearing acceptable. 
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extraordinary, deviation towarils the north. (20) Abhijit (which 
has to be omitted from the series when we count 27 Naksatras 
only) is constituted by stars in Lyra; (21) Shravana by stars 
in Aguila and (22) Shravisthas by four stars of the Dolphin. In 
(25) Shatabhishaj the series returns to the Ecliptie (Aquarius). 
Tn (24) and (25), the two Bhadrapadas, there is another ascent 
towards the north; the stars constituting these two Naksatras 
he within Pegasus and Andromeda. (26) Revati is ¢ Piscium, 
nearly on the ecliptic. (27) and (28) Ashvyini anil Bharani are 
formed by stars belonging to Aries. 

The above short survey shows that the naksatras on the 
whole notivithstanding the deviations mentioned, beyond doubt 
were chosen so as to constitute a series, ecliptical in a wider senae, 
i, €., @ Series of constellations belting the sphere in that region 
in which sun, moon and the planets are moving: that the 
special reason determining the choice was the reference to the 
moon, aot either the sun or the planets, we have above already 
said to be proved by the number of the naksatras i. «., 27 or 28. 
What primarily attracted the attention of the seni the 
series was that within every period of 27 or 271 days the 
moon was near to ull those stars or constellations in svecession, 
so that each member of the series might be compared toa new 
station in the monthly journey of the moon: or else to a new 
house or mansion in which the moon abides during one night. 
It is an imaginative view of this relation when, as in several 
places in the Brahmanas, we are told that Prajapati gave his 
daughters, the naksatras, in marriage to King Soma (the 
moon); and that, after the moon had at first refused to live 
with all of them equally (preferring to stay with Rohini alone ; 
to which point we shall revert later on), and had been punished 
for this his evil behaviour, he in the end agreed to live with all 
of them equally in succession. 

When dealing with the later periods of Indian astronomy, the 
question as to the number of the naksatras (whether 27 or 38) 
will repeatedly occupy us at some length. The Vedic writings 
in almost all places refer to them as 27: and this has remained 
the prevailing Indian view up to the present day. The Taitti- 
riya Brahbmana already, however, mentions the 28th naksatra, 
Abhijit; specially defining its position (‘after the asadhas, 
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before Shrona,’ « ¢. Shravana) and thereby, probably, indicating 
that this naksatra was not generally acknowledged, or that its 
admission was felt as a kind of innovation. 

As the acknowledgment of a 28th naksatra is beyond doubt 
due to the fact that the periodical revolution of the moon 
accomplishes itself not within clear 27 days but within 27 days 
and a third of a day, later astronomical books are wont to assign 
to Abhijit not the same extent in the sphere as to the other 
Naksatras, but only a fraction of that space. What the ideas of 
the author of the Taittiriya passage may have been on this detail, 
we do not know. Where, as generally, the Naksatras are 27 only, 
they are evidently all held to be of equal extent, each Nak- 
satra thus extending over one 27th part of the sphere; in other 
words, there is a tacit identification between the star or group of 
stars and the 27th part of the sphere or Ecliptic. That the 
spaces oceupied by the several constellations which constitute 
the Naksatras are really of very unequal extent, is not noticed 
or intentionally overlooked. The moon is held to advance 
during each twenty-four hours by one 27th part of the cireum- 
ference of the sphere (nothing being known at that time of the 
fact that the rate at which the moon moves is in reality 
constantly changing), and each of these twenty-seven sections of 
the sphere is somehow marked by some star or a group of stars, 
which may be actually situated at the begmning or end or any 
part of the section, or extend over the whole of it, or even 
engross a part of one or two neighbouring sections. It may be 
noticed that the Greek plan of carefully delimitating that area 
of the surface of the sky which belongs to each constellation is 
foreign to the Hindu astronomers. 

As to the number of stars constituting each Naksatra 
there do not appear to be many, or essential, divergences between 
the views held in the Brihmana period and those of later times. 
At no time anv of the Naksatras was considered to consist of 
many stars (with the exception of Shatabhisa), the name of 
which although by no means really implying a hundred 
atars was later on fancifully interpreted in that way). The 
fundamental passage giving information on this point as far as 
Vedic times are concerned is Shatap. Pra. II. 1. 2. 2., ‘the 
other Naksatras are one, two, three or four (stars); most 
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numerous are these Krittikas’; wherewith one must combine 
Taitt. Bra Il. 1. 2., where separate names are mentioned for 
seven stars belonging to Krittikis. The Tuitt. Bra. further 
states definitely that Shravisthas comprises four stars. Availing 
ourselves of what we know (form sources of all kinds) as to the 
identity and number of stars going to form the several Naksa- 
tras, we may form some general conclusions as to what determin- 
ed the choice of stars to be included in the series. In & sinal] 
nuinber of cases one particularly brilliant star by itself consti- 
tutes the Naksatra (Ardra = @ Orionis;: Chitra= a Virginis, 
Svati = « Bootis); as a look at the stellar map shows the three 
latter stars are not only brilliant but in a sense solitary stars, no 
other conspicuous stars with which the eye might readily 
combine them into groups being in the neighbourhood, Ardra 
indeed is not far distant from other conspicuous stars of Orion, 
but the latter were manifestly combined, in very early times 
already into independent groups of their own (Mrigashiras : and 
‘ishus trikanda,’ the three stars which form what we call the belt 
of Orion), In these cuses the singular form of the name agrees 
with the ‘ unity’ of the star; we should not on the other hand be 
justified in assuming that this must be so in all instances: as a 
matter of fact, the contrary case is the more frequent one. Next 
we huve a number of Naksatras constituted by conspicuous 
pairs of stars—Punarvasit (« and 8 Geminorum |; Piirva- 
Phalguni (¢ and @ Leonis); Pitrva-Asadha (8 and Sagittarii) ; 
Uttara-Asddha (¢ and ¢ Sagittarii) - Piirva-Bhadrapada {« and 
® Pegasi’ ; Uttara Bhadrapada (y Pegusi and « Andromedie), 
Next we have some groups of three stars which either form well- 
marked triangles or strike the eye as lying in one line—Bharani 
=), do”, 41 Arietis; Myigashiras= A, ¥', #* Orionis: Pushya 
= 7, 6,9 Cancri; Anuradha=8, 8, r Scorpionis; Jyestha—a, 
¢, + Scorpionis; Abhijit=«, « ¢ Lyre; Shravana = a B ¥ 
Aquile. Four stars forming well defined quadrilaterals consti- 
tute Vishakha (=o 8 y¢ Libre), and Shravistha («, a, +, 6 Delphini), 
and we must also mention in this connexion the two Asadhas and 
two Bhadrapada: here in each ease the two Naksatras together 
form well-marked quadrilaterals, the one in Pegasus being a 
particularly striking object. In the case of the remaining Nak- 
satras which have more than four stars, we mostly have to do 





Venro Peron. "11 


with well-marked groups which at once attract the as such, 
so in the case of Kryittikas (Pleiades), of the stars m Scorpio 
which constitute Mula, and the stars in Hydra which form Ashle- 
s@. In a few further cases the group arrangement although 
not quite so obvious, yet is by no means unnatural. In one cese 
only (Revati=? Piscium,) the Naksatra is constituted by one 
insignificant star; we shall have later on to consider this ease 
specially, The general conclusion is that in almost all cases the 
reason for the selection of certain stars to form an independent 
member of the lunar zodiac is sufficiently obvions to the eye. 
And it may be noted that the Naksatras throughout present 
themselves as more simple and natural, less pretentious, combi- 
nations of stara than those huge and fantastic constellations 
which were first imagined by the Babylonians or some older 
nation within the confines of Babylonia, were later on adopted 
by the Greeks and bequeathed by them as a rather cumbersome 
heirloom, to modern astronomy. 
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REVIEWS. 
I. 


Aryabhata, or the Newton of Indian Astronomy: By _T. 
Ramaliigam Pillai, B. A., Madras, 1905. 


This booklet the Editor states to be a somewhat modified 
translation of a lecture on Aryabhata, in Malayalam, delivered 
by his father M. R. Ry, T. Sthanu Pillai Avergal, under the 
auspices of the Lecture Committee instituted by the Government 
of H. H. the Maharaja of Travancore. The lecture is of a 
popular character and does not claim to deal with its subject 
in an exhaustive way. Attempts on the part of learned men to 
impart certain results achieved within the sphere of their special 
studies to those who, while not possessing any deeper knowledge 
of the subject, yet take an intelligent interest in it, no doubt 
are worthy of all praise. But we of course expect the author 
or leeturer, whose ambition it is to disseminate knowledge, to 
possess a thorough knowledge of his special topic, to be unbiassed 
in his judgments, and where he undertakes to criticize others to 
give proof of having fully mastered and understood their views. 
If these conditions are not fulfilled, the popular book or lecture 
is likely to mislead and prejudice the minds of the public. 

The joint authors of the lecture under review unfortunately 
come within the scope of this remark, They apparently have 
given a good deal of time and labour to the study of Indian 
Astronomy in general, anil of Aryabhata's performance in parti- 
cular. But neither is their general knowledge of the history 
of Astronomy, or even the history of Indian Astronomy, wide 
and accurate enough, nor are their minds sufficiently free from 
bias, to enable them to form a just appreciation of the position 
of Aryabhata. We van here refer to the main points’ only. 
About twenty or thirty years ago Aryabhata was generally 
spoken of, by modern writers on Indian Astronomy, as the 
earliest ‘scientific’ Indian astronomer. Little was at that time 
known as to the early history of the scientific system of Indian 
Astronomy ; and ut the same time it had rightly been recognised 
that Aryabhata was earlier than some other of the most 
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famous Indian astronomers—suclhi as Varaha Mihira, Brahma- 
gupta, Bhaskara, But since that time our ideas as to the history 
of Indian Astronomy have been considerably expanded and 
cleared, mainly by the publication of that work—a work indeed 
of fundamental importance in this department of enquiry,— 
in which Varaha Mihira, writing in the sixth century, gives a 
summary account of the five most important astronomical 
Siddhantas, the doctrines of which were in his time current in 
India, From this account, and occasional references made by 
Varaha Mihira to Aryabhuata himself, it became evident that the 
so-called scientific system of Indian astronomy was in existence 
before Aryabhata’s time, we may say with some probability 
for some centuries at least. Aryabhata may have been the first, 
or one of the first, to expound the principles of that system 
ina highly condensed and technical form, and he may have 
improved the general theory in details; but the main body of 
doctrine existed before him—he did not create it but merely 
recast. it in adifferent form, It is with regard to this indubi- 
table fact that the editors of the Paiichasiddhantika remarked 
that originality of doctrine cannot on the whole be claimed for 
Aryabhata. ‘That he was original, at least as far as India is 
concerned, i maintaining the daily rotation of the earth on its 
axis, nobody of course has ever denied. The same view had 
indeed been previously held by certain Greek astronomers: but 
there is no evidence for Aryabhata having been acquainted 
with those views; nor indeed is this generally likely. And 
even if the idea had first been suggested to Aryabhata by those 
Creek speculations, we should have to give him eredit for 
‘ originality,’ in the sense that he liad the insight and courage 
io maintain a view which appears utterly paradoxieal to the 
vulgar and had been rejected by the best known, and on the 
whole most competent, astronomers of the west. That the view 
of the earth's rotation did not fare better in India also, is well- 
known : the most famous astronomers subsequent to Aryabhata 
refer to it only to reject it ; and Aryabhata’s originality in this 
one point hence stands out all the brighter. 

The author of the lecture under review indeed thinks that 
there is even stronger reason to insist on Aryabhata's originality. 
Aryabhata, according to him, not only taught that the earth 

22. 


REVIEWS. 215 


revolves on its axis within 24 hours; but also that in the 
course of a year it performs a revolution round the sun, the 
latter—and not the earth—thus being the (relatively) stationary 
body. Aryabhata thus would stand before us as a genuine 
precursor of Copernicus, But unfortunately the arguments by 
which the author tries to vindicate this claim are altogether 
baseless. Aryabhata distinctly says that the sun revolves im 
the ecliptic, and that the earth is ‘ khamadhyagata’, 1. ¢. not 
‘moving in space’ (which impossible translation of the words 
is given on p. 31), but ‘placed in the middle of space." The 
interpretation which the author tries to put on the words * arkat 
tasmin mandalarddhe ksitichchhaya bhramati’ is totally 
wrong. The words really are as plain as possible: * the shadow 
of the earth moves in the ecliptic, at the distance of half the 
circumference of the circle (from the sun), and away from the 
sun,” As the sun is moving round the ecliptic, the shadow 
of the earth is at the same time moving on the opposite side of 
the ecliptic, That, as the author urges, the cone of the earth’s 
shadow is not long ‘enough to reach as far as the sun's path is 
altogether irrelevant ; what is meant of course is that the 
shadow revolves in the plane of the ecliptic: it is this which 
suffices to cause the phenomenon in connexion with which the 
shadow of the earth is interesting, viz., the eclipses of the moon 
when she is 180° from the sun and at the same time in, or very 
near to, the plane of the ecliptic. 

What the author says as to the * ellipticity of the orbits of 
the earth and the other planets’ is equally misleading. The 
uchchanicha-vrittas in which the planets are moving are not 
ellipses, but eccentric circles—one of the devises early invented 
by the Greek astronomers in order to explain the unequal motion 
of the planets in their orbits, That the apparent motion of a 
heavenly body in an eccentric circle (i. e. a circle, the centre of 
which is not the earth round which the planet is supposed to 
move, but a point dt some distance from the earth) somewhat 
approaches the real motion of the planet in an elliptical orbit 
is of course well known; it is due to this that the hypothesis of 
eecentric circles maintained itself for so long a time. 

We refrain from discussing other points of Aryabhata’s 
doctrine touched upon in this lecture. That a wie deal 
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remains to be done before we can gain a clear insight into the 
early history of the Indian scientific system, none familiar with 
the subject will deny. But he who wishes to sit in judgment 
on what so far has been done must endeavour to learn more 
about the subject, and to form juster appreciations of the work 
of others, than the author of this lecture has been at the trouble 
of doing. Remarks so totally naive as those expressed on pp, 54 
—)o on the view of the Romaka (not Romasha!) Siddhanta 
having been influenced by western science should not, at this time 
af day, come from men who no doubt are learned in a certain 
sense, And, to refer to one further point, has the author— 
who refers to the need of a thorough study of the history of 
the Greek system of astronomy—any notion of the amount of 
laborious research which European scholars, for centuries, have 
devoted to this subject ? 

The little book contains some novel and useful information 
on commentaries to Aryabliata's work, and we are fully in 
sympathy with the author when inviting (p. 52) the attention 
of the Government of Travancore to the desirability of a 
thorough search being instituted for ‘ old manuseripts on Astro- 
nomy which are stowed away in cellars or in crumbling lofts to 
feed the white-ant and the moth.’ Labour devoted to research 
of this kind would be well spent indeed, « great deal better, we 
venture to say, than in attempts to establish parallels between 
Aryabhata and Newton. 

TI, 

Die Bhagavadgita, aus dem Sanskrit Ghersetzt, mit einer 
Einleitung dber ihre ursprttngliche Gestalt, ihre Lehren and 
ihr Alter; von Richard Garbe, Leipzig, 1905. 

(The Bhagvadgita, translated from the Sanskrit, with an 
introduction treating of its original form, its doctrine, and its 
age) 

The introduction to this new translation of the Bhagavad- 
Gité is an interesting piece of ‘higher criticism,’ It is well 
known, we may perhaps say, generally recognised, that the 
Gita, in its several sections, sets forth views on matters 
philosophical and theological which, at first sight at any rate, 
do not appear to be in full harmony ; that—to characterize the 
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difference more closely, although in a way by no means fully 
adequate—the point of view prevailingly maintained in the 
poem is theistic, while certain sections or passages bear the 
stamp ofa pantheistic doctrine—r. e. In more Indian terms, 
of a monistic or non-dualistic view of things such as held by 
Shankaracharya and his school. The great Indian commen- 
tators, however widely diverging in their fundamental 
interpretation of the poem, are at one in so far as holding that 
the difference of views which cannot fail to attract the attention 
even of the superficial reader is a mere apparent one. 
Adherents of the theory, as the typical representative of which 
we may designate Ramanujacharya, put on the non-dualistic 
utterances met with here and there in the body of the work, 
interpretations tending to weaken their prima facie force and 
bringing them into agreement with the prevailing general 
tendency of the poem. The school of Shatikara on the other 
hand—which represents the view so widely held that it may 
he termed the Indian view—applies to the understanding of 
the Gita also its characteristic distinction of the strictly non- 
dual absolute Reality, and of a personal Lord or ruler as whom 
the fundamental Reality presents itself if viewed in relation to 
the phenomenal world—itself the manifestation of that, unreal 
or illnsory principle (Maya or Avidya) which, as a matter of fact 
although in an inconceivable way, 1s associated with that which 
alone is real. To this doubleness of aspect of what we, in a 
popular way, may call the divine Being, there corresponds a 
double attitude on the part of the human soul. The supreme 
absolute Reality requires to be known; the soul has to realize 
through an act of cognition—the highest of which it is capahle, 
and in fact the only true one—that it is at bottom identical with 
the universal principle of Intelligence, and that all the limita- 
tions on which its individual bemg rests are a mere illusive 
appearance. He, on the other hand, who is not capable of rising 
to this supreme abstraction or at any rate of holding it steadily 
before his mind, has the comforting alternative of turning with 
devout and loving faith towards the ‘ Lord,’ who, all-wise and 
all-merciful, rules supreme in the sphere of what though meta- 
physically unreal, is practically real. From the contemplation 
and worship of Him he draws strength to withstand and 


wo. 


218 Iypiaw THovanr, 


overcome the evils of the Samsira and gradually prepares his 
mind to receive the great final intuition which shatters all bonds 
of individuality and restores the, illusorily broken, unity of the 
individual with the Universal, It is this latter attitude of 
mind, the devout belief in and worship of, a self-conscious 
personal divine being between whom and the devotee there 
may exist bonds of a personal nature, which is emphasized in 
the Gita, is in fact its proper and special object, But as the 
view of the world on which this attitude of mind rests is not 
the ultimate one, there is from the orthodox Indian standpoint 
(as represented by Shafkara and his school) no reason to take 
exception to the occasional intrusion into the exposition of the 
(rita of references or allusions to, or even passages formally 
expounding, that higher doctrine to which any theory imply- 
ing a personal relation between a supreme soul and human souls 
is after all no more than a veil or screen, softening and hence 
more or less obscuring the dazzling light of absolute truth, 
From time to time a flash of the central radiance will break 
through the veil, and remind us that while enjoying the delights 
of communion with a supreme soul and the blissful assuranee 
af his grace we do no more than tarry on the threshold of 
the sanctuary. 

The theory of the aims of the Gita, shortly set forth in 
what precedes, no doubt is a possible one. In acknowledging 
a «double philosophic point of view the Shatkara Vedinta 

seases a powerful instrument of reconciling, or somehow 
deocunting for, apparent contradictions; and in using this 
instrument with regard to the Bhagavad-Gita it has, we may 
say, to conflict with difficulties much less formidable than 
those which beset attempts at a unitary interpretation of the 
Upanisads. 

We, however, must acknowledge that there also is a possi- 
bility of a widely different view of the composition of the Gita. 
The poem may be looked upon, not as a truly homogeneous 
whole initially conceived in one spirit and representing a some- 
what complex system of thought which admits and even demands 
apparently conflicting points of view; but rather as a combina- 
tion of elements fundamentally heterogeneous, and put together 
in an artificial, and perhaps not always successful, manner, 
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And remembering what above was said as to the two obvious 
aspects of the doctrine of the Gita we may say at once, that on 
this basis there is room, broadly speaking, for two hypotheses 
as to the character and composition of the poem. We may 
either view the Gita asa work originally meant to set forth a 
strictly monistic doctrine (in the Vedantic sense) and hence 
agreeing in general spirit with the older Upanisads, and sub- 
sequently recast in the interests of some system of doctrine and 
belief which emphasizes the personal character of the supreme 
being and the reality of the distinction between that being and 
the human soul. Or we may, on the contrary, consider the Gita 
to have originally been purely theistic and brought later on, 
by certain modifications and additions, into, at least superficial, 
agreement with the doctrine of the Upanisads as systematized 
by Shaftkara or his predecessors. To both these views we may 
apply the designations historical and eritical: they acknowledge 
successive stages of religious and philosophical development or 
possibly the independent evolution of different systems side 
by side, and undertake, by a critical analysis of the poem, to 
determine which parts of it constitute the true original work, 
and which are later additions made in some new interest. Prof. 
Garbe quotes the views of certain distinguished Sanskritists 
who favour the former of these hypotheses in different forms. 
Prof. Hopkins (the American Sanskritist) eg., is of opinion 
that the Gita in its present form is a Kptsnaite version of an 
older Visnuitic -poem which in its turn first was an * unsect- 
arian’ work, perhaps a ‘late Upanisad.’ Prof. A. Holtzmann 
(in his important work on the Mahabharata) expresses the view 
that the Gita is a comparatively late Vaisnava recast of an older 
‘poem composed in a distinetly ‘ pantheistic ’ (advaita) spirit. 

in the work under review Prof. Garbe advocates a historical 
hypothesis of an exactly contrary nature. E:mphasising the 
prevailing character of the poem which beyond doubt is dis- 
tinetly theistic—he considers the Git&é to have been onginally 
nothing else than an exposition, in poctical form, of the 
religion of a Krisnaite sect to which Kryigna is a distinctly 
personal being ; while he holds all those passages that set forth 
doctrines of a clearly Vedantic character to be later interpola- 
tions made for the purpose of vindicating the poem for the 
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monistic Vedantie view. And he considers himself able 
definitely to single out all those passages or sections which did 
not form part of the original poem: they comprise according to 
his calculation 170 out of the 700 Shlokas which constitute the 
Gita in its present form. The extrusion of those additional 
verses, he feels convinced, so far from giving rise in any place 
to a break in the continuity of thought, rather throughout 
restores original fully satisfactory connexions which had heen 
interfered with by the adventitious passages, 

He points to Il. Y—18; VI. 27—32; VI. 7—11: VIU. 
20; IX. 6, as passages strikingly illustrating the gains thus to 
be secured by a system of judicious elimination. 

Having thus managed to restore an original and genuine 
Bhagavad-Gita reflecting a religious and philosophical system 
af a strictly coherent character, free from all inner contradic- 
tions, Prof. Garbe enquires into the mode in which that system 
' may have originated. Adopting an hypothesis first broached 
by Prof. R. G. Bhandarkar, he holds the Krisna whom the 
Gita identifies with the supreme deity, to have originally been 
a mere than—an ancient hero of the nation or tribe ealled 
Yadavas or Vrisnis; in fact the same man Krisna who in the 
most ancient parts of the Mahabharata appears as the valiant 
ally of the Pandavas. With this Kyisna we may, he thinks, 
identify the Krizna Devakiputra who in the Chhandogya Upa- 
nisad is mentioned as a disciple of Ghora Afigirasa. This 
Krisna was, he presumes, not only a hero aud ruler but also 
the founder of a religion of a definitely theistic type, and on 
that account later on himself came to be deified—identified in 
fact with the personal divinity, the belief in which was the 
main feature of the religion taught by him. Apart from. its © 
theistic character that religion distinguished itself from the 
Brahmanical system of doctrine and worship by the stress it 
latd on the ethical aspect of religion, anc generally by its inde- 
pendence from Vedic priestly tradition ; Prof. Garbe, therefore, 
characterizes it as a Ksatriya (non-priestly) religion of pre- 
vailingly ethical character, ‘The name by whieh the followers 
of the sect specially loved to designate the divine being was 
Bhagavat, and the oldest name of the sect hence may he sup- 
posed to have been Bhagavata; although the oldest name 


actually oceurring in Sanskrit literature is‘ Vasudevaka’ (Panini 
IV. 3-98)—which term, according to Prof. Garbe, signifies 

‘a worshipper of Vasudeva i. ¢. Krisna.’ The reference to this 
Krisna in the Chhindogya Upanisad would probably entitle 
us to place him, chronologically, some centuries before Buddha's 
time; and if we accept, as resting on some historic basis, 
the participation of the same Krigna in the great war of the 
Pandavas and Kauravas, we, of course, shall have to refer him 
to an even more remote antiquity. 

As to the several stages of the development of the Bhagavata 
religion Prof. Garbe propounds the following hypotheses. The 
first period, he thinks, comprises the foundation of the religion 
by Krisna, and its further deveiopment in mainly three direc- 
tions—the deification of its founder who now is held to be one 
with the divinity ; the endeavour to give to the religion a kind of 
philosophical foundation by ideas borrowed from the Saikhya- 
Yora; and an intensification of the emotional side of the 
religion, in the form of bhakti (faith characterized by love and 
devotion). The second period is marked by the identification of 
Krisna, so far a divinity of a somewhat local character, with the 
Visnu of the great Brahmanical system : the popular worship of 
Krisna is adopted and utilized by the Brahmanas, This iden- 
tification of Krisna with Visnu accomplished itself, Prof. Garbe 
thinks, about 300 B.C. ; not later, because Megasthenes refers to 
Krisna, as an avatara of Visnu ; and also not much earlier, since 
in the second stage of the development of the Mahabharata 
(which Prof. Hopkins; with * reasonable probability ° dates from 
about 400— 200 B,C.) Kyisna appears as a semi-divine being 
only. The original Bhagavad-Gita must be assumed to have 
been composed within this period, because it in several places 
(occurring in those parts which Prof, Garbe holds to be old 
and genuine) designates Krisna as Vienu ; while it does not yet 
identify him with Brahman. And there is, Prof. Garbe thinks, 
a further circumstance which helps us to determine the time of 
the composition of the original Gita more definitely. From 
what (Bha. Gi, [V, 2) is said about the decay of the Yoga doctrine, 
it may—with some probability—be concluded, that at the time 
(1. e. at the time when a remark of that kind could be plausibly 
made) the Yoga-sitras—in which the doctrine is set forth ina 
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Full and lucid way which could not escape recognition—were 
not yet in existence. That means, the original Gita is older 
than Patafijali, the author of the Yoga sittras, who—considered 
as the author of the Mahabhasya also—must be assigned to the 
second century B. 0. 

The characteristic feat of the third period in the development 
of the Bhagavata religion 1s the identification of Krisna with the 
universal Brahman. It is in the course of this period that all the 
passages of distinctly Vedantic colouring were interpolated in 
the text of the Gita, and thus the ‘traditional’ text as we have 
it now before us, resulted. Tis entire third period may be 
viewed as extending down to the time when the Bhagavata 
doctrine received its final systematization at the hands of Rama- 
nujacharya ; but the constitution of the text of the Gita may 
with probability be assumed to have been accomplished in the 
early part of the period when the entire text of the Mahabharata 
(m the way explained by Professor Hopkins) underwent a 
process of re-casting. The Bhagavad-(rita tlins may be supposed 
to have assumed its present form in the first or second century 
of the Christian era. 

Elaborate tissues of hypotheses such as the above cannot he 
done justice to unless dealt with at greater length than we 
here are in a position to do: their strength lies in the convergence 
of many minor facts and circumstances towards a common issue. 
Professor Garbe's argumentation is ingenious if not convincing; 
and the historical point of view once admitted, very much seems to 
tell in favour of his main thesis,—riz., that the Gita in its original 
form was not’ Vedantic’ but Krisnaite-theistic, and was later 
on brought into a kind of harmony with the monistie view : as 
against the opinion that, after having at first been purely Vedan- 
tie a sectarian colouring was imparted to it in a later period, 

Professor Garbe's introduction further contains a compact 
and lucid sketch of the philosophical teaching of the Gita : in 
which special stress is laid on the Satkhya-Yoga elements con- 
spicuous in the poem. Like most scholars of the present day 
Professor Garbe rejects the view of the teaching of the Gita 
showing traces of Christian influence. 
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Il 
Viramitrodaya——by Mitra Mishra (Chaukhambha Sanskrit 
Series, Nos, 103 and 108: Benares. Fasc. 1 and 2) 

This is one of the many ‘digests’ of what is known as the 
‘Dharmashastra' of the Hindus. It is, however, in many re- 
spects unique among the number ; it deals, not only with Achara, 
Vyavuhara, and Prayashchitta (subjects which alone most of the 
well-known digests treat of), but also such subjects as Chikitsa, 
Bhakti and Moksa which have not been dealt with m any nibandha. 
To each of these subjects or heads—and there are no less than 22 
of these—the writer devotes one ‘ section —if we can give this 
title to works that run sometimes to close upon 50,000 lines— 
called ‘prakasha’. The twenty-two ‘ prakashas’ contain about 
400,000 lines. In the second fasciculus we find a well-written 
‘Preliminary note’ by Mr. Govinda-Disa, which gives us all the 
information available regarding the author and his patron. This 
latter was Virasimhha Deva, the enlightened king of Orchha, a 
contemporary of the Great Akbar. In the words of the * Pre- 
liminary note’ 

The great merit of this grand work is that the style is easy and clear, and 
the author's meaning is always plain. The texts that have been quoted are 
always interpreted in the most approved style of Mimtixnel, and all differences 
reconciled, and a clear consistent doctrme evolved, unlike another huge digest, 
the Hemadri, which merely pilea up endless Smrjti texts, leaving the reader to 
wander unguided through the labyrinth, with no clue as to what the anthor 
wanted to be taken ns settled law. 

The work is to be regarded more as an ‘Encyclopedia of 
Sanskrit Learning, than a mere ‘ Digest of Hindu Law’, as 
which it has hitherto been considered owing to the fact that the 
only part of the work known was the ‘ Vyavahira’ portion. And 
we owe it to the energy of Mr. Govinda-Dasa, that the other more 
important and interesting portions of the encyclopedic work 
have been brought to light, and their publication undertaken 
by the enterprising publisher of the Chaukhambha Sanskrit 
Series, Benares. We have had occasion to look into some of the 
prakishas in manuscript, and some of them are so unique and 
contain such interesting matter, that we hope those portions will 
be printed first: even though the author has established some 
sort of sequence among the* prakashas, ne of these 6 is the 
‘ Lakgana-prakaslia,’ 
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With a view to show the truly encyclopedic character of the 
work, we append the list of ‘ Prakashas":—{1) ‘ Paribhiisi—Defi- 
nitions of Terms chiefly Ritualistic (now printed), (2) ‘ Sarhskira’ 
—HSacraments (begun in Fase, 2), (2) * Alimika’—Daily Duties, 
(4) Paja—worship ; (5) ‘ Pratisthi'—Consecration of Temples 
d&ec.,, 5a | * Rajadharma '—King'’s Dnties ; (7) ‘ Vyavahira ’—‘Law 

; (8) *Shuddhi'—Purification ; (9) * Shriddha'—After- 
dias Rites; (10) * Tirtha '—Places of Pilgrimage ; (11) ‘ Dana'— 
Gift; (12) ‘ Vrata '—Observances; (13) ‘Samaya ’—Time: (14) 
‘ dyotisa "—Astrology; (15) ‘Shianti'—Allaying of Portents- 
(16)* Karmavipaka' —Fruition of Antenatal Deeds: (17) ‘Chikitsa’ 
Medicme ; (18) * Prayashchitta'—Expiatory Rites: (19) ‘ Pra- 
kirna ell ainsoun (20) " Laksana "—Desecription of Things ; 
(21) * Bhakti '— Devotion, and (22) ° Moksa "—Fina | Release. 

In what follows we give a brief analysis of the first. 
* Paribhasa * prakishua, 

As in all Dharmashistranibandhas, so here also we have first 
of alla discussion as to what is Pram@ya (means of knowing 
rightly) of Dharma. This opens with a quotation from Manu 
which describes in what this pramana consists, viz., (1) the Vedas, 
(2) the Smritis, (5) the practice of men learned in the Vedas, 
and (4) Conscience. Of these (1) the ‘ Veda" consists of the 
Injunctive or Exhortatory Passages, the Prohibitive Passages, the 
Arthayidas, Mantras, Names and Upa'nsacls, 

Then comes the statement of the various ‘ Vidyisthanas’ or 
‘Branches of knowledge "’ pertaining to Dharma, this enumerated 
by Yajiiavalkya :—(1) The Puranas, (2) Nyaya, (3) Mimarsa, 
(4) Dharmashastra, (5—S) the four Vedas, and (9—14) the six 
Afigas or auxiliaries of the Veda. 

“Purana” has been defined as that which deseribes the 
beginnings of creation, the dissolution, genealogies of kings and 
sages, the Manvantaras, sud the deeds done by the various lines 
af kings, There are 18 Puranas:—Brahma (10,000 verses), 
Padma (53,000), Visnu, (25,000), Shiva | 240000), Bhagavata 
(18,000), N@radiya (25,000), Markandeya :9000), Agni (15,400), 
Bhavisya (14,500), Brahmavaivarta (18,000), Litga (11,000), 
Varaha (24,000), Skanda (81,100), Vamana (10,000), Karma 
(17,000), Matsya (14,000), Garuda (19,000), Brahmduda (12,000), 
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We do not find any discussion here as to which ‘ Bhagavata * 
is meant. Some people regard the ‘Devi-Bhigavata’ as the 
‘Bhagavata’ par excellence; others would award the honour 
to the Shrimadbhagavata, This has been one of the * bones of 
eontention’ between Shaivas and Vaisnavas, and has given rise 
to muel ill-feeling. As our author does not raise the question, 
we do not enter into that discussion here. In any case the Shirt 
mad-bhagavata is not the work of Bopadeva as some people 
imagine. 

In addition to the above ‘ Puranas’, there are 16 ° Uipapura- 
nas'’:—Sanatkumara, Naradiya (this is different from the “ Nara- 
diya ' enunciated among the ‘ Puranas), Narasimha, Shaivadhar- 
ma, [urvasas, Kapila, Manava, Shukra, Varuna, Brahmanda 
(apparently different from the one mentioned among * Purdnas ) 
Kali, Vashistha, Mahesha, Shamba, Saura, Pardshara, Maricha, 
and Bhargava. 

‘ Nyaya’ and ‘Mimamsa’ are, curiously enough, left unex- 
plained. Among the ‘ Dharmashistras’ are mentioned the works 
— smypitis —of Manu, Afgiras, Vyasa, Gautama, Atri, Ushanas, 
Yama, Vashistha, Daksa, Sathvarta, Shatatapa, Parashara, Vignu, 
Apastamba, Harita, Shahkha, Katyayana, Bhrigu, Prachetas, 
Narada, Yogin Baudhiyana, Pitamaha, Sumantu, Kashyapa, 
Babhru, Paithinasi, Vyaghra, Satyavrata, Dharadvaja, Gargya, 
Karsnajina, Jabali, Jamadagni, Langaksi, Brahmagarbha.—36 in 
all. Another authority is quoted which gives their number as 99. 
But we know that this number high as it is does not exhaust the 
list. The numbers quoted in the Nirnaya Sindhu being....... 

‘Smryitis’ have been classified under five heads—{1} those 
dealing with the perceptible things of the ordinary world, for 
instance laws relating to practical matters, (2) those treating of 
things beyond the reach of the senses, for instance those laying 
down the performance of Sandhya and such other acts, (3) those 
treating of both perceptible and imperceptible things, for stance 
those prescribing the carrying of the stick of Palasha wood ; 
(4) those based upon pure reasoning, for instance those that 
lay down that when we have two contradictory instructions, 
we should regard the two courses prescribed as optional, and (6) 
those that are merely descriptive,—repeating what has already 
been laid down in the Veda, 
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The ‘ Afigas’ or ‘ Auxiliaries ' of the Veda are—(1) Shiksa— 
including the Pratishakhyas, (2) Vyikarana—as constituted by 
the works of Pafini, Katyayana and Patafijali (3) Nirukta— 
by Yaska,—inecluding the Nighantu also; (4) Chhandas—con 
sisting of the ‘Chhandovichiti’ of Pineske= ; (9) Kalpa—the 
Stitras of Bandhdyana and others, and / 6) Jyantisa—the Sarmbhj- 
tis of Sirya, Garga and the like, 

The 18 * Vidyas' or ‘sciences’ constitute the * Pramana,’ or 
means of rightly knowing Dharma, 

An interesting question is here raised as to the authority— 
on points relating to Dharma—of such works as the scriptures of 
the Patcharatra, Pashupata and the like, and also those relating 
to the Safikhya and Yoga (the above quotation mentioning only 
the “Nyaya and the * Mimamsa’ among the ‘ Vidyasthanas’), 
The opinion of our author is that all these are to be regarded 
as fully authoritative, in so far as they do not contradict any- 
thing laid down in the Veda. 

Having discussed the various sources of information. with 
regard to Dharma, the question is raised as to which one of these 
should be accepted, m cases where there happens to be a contra- 
diction between any two or more of them. And the eoneclusion 
is that when there is a contradiction between two Vedic passages, 
both are authoritative,—the courses of action being regarded as 
optional; so also in the cases of contradiction between two 
Smyitis or two acharas, and so forth; when however Smyiti 
contradicts the Veda, it has to be rejected in favour of the latter: 
Smyiti again has to be given preference over ‘ sad-achara’ 
and so forth, the lowermost position in this respect being allowed 
to the ‘dictates of conscience.’ 

What now is * Dharma’ and what ‘Adharma’? 

‘Dharma’ according to the Naiyayika is a certain quality 
produced in the Self by the performance of duties laid down 
in the scriptures; and ‘adharma’ also is a quality produced by 
the performance of such acts as are prohibited. According to 
the Mimamsaka, ‘Dharma’ is a name given to (1) the substances 
used at sacrifices, (2) the sacrifices themselves, and (3) the 
qualities that must belong to the substances to be employed. 
Thus then according to the latter, ‘ Dharma" and ‘ Adharma’ are 
names applicable respectively to the prescribed and prohibited 
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actions themselves, and not to the effects produced by those actions 
in the Self; to which effects the Mimfimeaka gives the distinct 
name of ‘apiirva. Our author favours this latter view ; defining 
‘Dharma’ and ‘Adharma’ as that which is learnt from the Veda 
aa bringing about desirable und undesirable effects respectively. 

When proceeding to deal with ‘Dharma’ in detail, he makes 
snine interesting quotations; one from the Mahabharata, for in- 
stance, defines ‘Sanitana-Dharma’ (a term very much in evidence 
nowadays) as consisting of ‘Satya’ &c. of which very interesting 
explanations are given ; for instance— 

(1) ‘Satya’ is defined as that assertion which heing true 
conduees to the welfare of beings—(2) ‘Dama’ as thought- 
control,—3) * Tapas’ as the performance of one's duty,—{4) 
‘Shaueha’ as the avoiding of impurities of all kinds,— 5) 
Santosa as the renouncing of the objects of sense,—(6) ‘Mri’ 
as the avoiding of improper deeds,—17) ‘ Keam@i’ as the 
eapshility of bearing the * pairs of opposite-—pleasure and pain 
and so forth ;—(8) ‘ Arjara'.as balance of mind.— 2) ‘Jitina" as 
the comprehension of the true nature of things,—! 10) ‘Shama’ as 
peace of mind,—(11) ‘Day’ as the desire for doing good to other 
beings,—(12) ° Dhytina’ as self-centered mind, It is these alone 
that constitute “Saniitana-charma ‘a term which is explained as 
that, much of ‘dharma’ which pertains eqnally to all men, and 
is not restricted to the few. 

On page 36 our author raises the question as to how the 
knowledge of Self, which is necessary for final Release, can be 
obtained hy the Shidra and such other people as are debarred 
from the study of the Vedas, of which the Upanisads form a part; 
and the knowledge of Self is explained in these latter alone. 
The answer is that these people will obtain the requisite know- 
ledge from the Purfnas, the explanations of ‘Self-knowledge’ 
contained wherein are intended solely for such people as cannot 
obtain it directly from the Vedas. 

Having dealt with the ‘Dharma’ common to all human 
beings, the author proceeds to enumerate the ‘ Dharma’ peculiar 
tothe Brahmana and so forth. These ‘Dharmas’ vary with 
the capacity of men, during the various Yugas or cycles—that 
which is necessary in the krita or golden age, is not so in the 
kali or [ron Age, and so on. 
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In the course of the delineation of the ‘ place" to which the 
‘Dharma ' and ‘ Adharma’ in the Shastras pertain, we meet with 
the statement of the boundaries and area of * Bharata-Varga’, 
It is bounded on the North by the Him@laya, on the Sonth by 
the Malaya mountains, on the West by the country of the ‘ Yava- 
nas’ and on the East by that of the ‘ Kiratas." From North to 
South, it is 1,000 yojanay (8,000 miles?). The Visnn Porina 
gives the Southern boundary as the “Ocean' and the Northern 
as ‘ Himalaya’, and asserts that it is only acts performed here 
that can be regarded as ‘dharma’ or ‘adharma.’ The core 
of Bharatavarza is that called ‘ Brahmfvarta'—the tract of land 
situated between the rivers Sarasvati and Drisadvati. Next in 
importance is the ‘ Ricid@sha '—comprising the countries of the 
Kura, the Matsya, the Pafichala and the Shiirasena. Next comes 
the * Madhyadesha "—situated between Kurukeetra and Prayaga, 
and the Himalava and the Vindhva. The ‘ Arvivarta’, mentioned 
alone with the preceding three, would appear to be a part of the 
Bharatavarsa ; but it is deseribed as the land situated hetween 
the Eastern and Western Oceans. 

The * Mlechchha-désha, is defined as that where there is no 
division into ‘ four castes.” 

On page 51, we meet with a quotation from the Adipurana 
which throws some light on the ‘seavoyage controversy.’ It is 
stated that the man who goes outside the Aryavarta (f. e, beyond 
the Eastern and Western Oceans) shounld—unless he goes on a 
pilgrimage or with the consent of his parents—perform the 
expiatory rite called the * Aindava’. From this it wonld seem 
that if one goes with the consent of his parents—he meurs no 
‘sin’, and so has to perform no priyashchitta which is laid down 
for those alone who go without such permission. In fact, going 
beyond Aryavarta is regarded on the same footing as going to 
Afica, Vatiga, Kalitiga, Saurastra and Magadha. 

By the due performance of his * Dharma’, man leads a happy 
life, is respected by other people, and after death having enjoyed 
a happy post mortem life in higher regions, is born again in this 
world, in a superior family and is endowed with better “eom- 
plexion, beauty, strength, memory, intelligence and wealth.” 
‘Dharma’ has been divided into three kinds—‘nitya’ ‘of 
necessary obligation, * naimittika ' ‘ of occasional obligation ' and 
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‘kamya,’ of ‘desire-born obligation’; and the aforesaid 
pertain to ‘acts’ of the third class only ; as those of the first two 
classes have their sole reeult in their own fulfilment ; if they also 
were to be performed with a view to certain desirable results, they 
would cease to be ‘nitya’ or ‘necessary’. Nor are these acts alto- 
gether fruitless , as the ‘ fruits’ or ‘ result’ of actions is of three 
kinds—(1) the removal of sin already incurred (the fruit of all 
expiatory rites and other acts of occasional obligation), (2) positive 
results in the shape of Heaven and the like (proceed from acts of 
imperfect obligation), and (3) the avoidance of sin—which last 
may be regarded as the result of all acts uf necessary obligation, 
as by the neglect of these duties, one incurs sin, which, therefore, 
can be avoided only by the due performance of those duties. 
But this is only one of the five different views put forward with 
regaril to the results of ‘ Necessary Duties’. 

From page 70 onwards we have the partbiasgds proper. 
First of all we have a description of ‘ adhikin", or person 
entitled to the performance of dharma and the acquiring of 
its results. The man should be of good conduct, should have 
perfect confidence in the texts laying down the act to be 
performed, should be possessed of the full knowledge of all 
prescribed details of the act, fully convinced of the existence 
of the superphysical Self; it is only such a man that can obtain 
all the results of performance of * Dharma.’ It is not only 
the person who performs the act that participates in its fruits; 
those also have a share who have urged him to do it, or have 
accorded their permission or agreement. This strikes at the root 
of the argument of meat-eaters who seek to allay the prickings 
of conscience by asserting that inasmuch as they do not actually 
kill the animals, they cannot be guilty of the ‘killing’, Manu 
is very explicit on this point, declaring—“ He who permits 
killing, he who kills the animal, he who quarters the body, he 
who sells the flesh and he who purchases it—are all ‘ killers’," 

So long as a man is capable of performing the act in its 
fullest details, he is not justified in taking to easier ‘substitutes’, 
which latter are laid down only for those who are really incap- 
able of performing the original act. 

It is only after the person has had his full bath on the same 
day that he can perform any ‘dharma.’ And for purposes of 
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this rule, the ‘day’ is defined as the period of time ranging 
from sunrise to sunrise according to the definition given in the 
Suryasiddhtinta, In this connection it is discussed why the 
night lias been called ‘Triyama' (nine-hours). It has been laid 
down that an hour and a half before sunrise heing the best time 
for morning meditation and bath, that much of the previous 
night is regarded as a part of the next day, and similarly an 
hour and a half after sunset being the best time for the evening 
meditation, that much of time is regarded as forming part of 
the day, the ‘night’ not being a fit time for the performance of 
daily religious functions. Thus 3 hours of the night being cut 
off, there remain only 9 hours—3 yamas. 

All religious acts pertaining to the gods should be performed 
before nidday, those pertaining to men—such as the feeding 
of guests and the like—at midday, and those pertaining to the 
Pityis after midday. 

Asarule all acts are to be performed by the right hand, 
the performer should wear white clothes, should beseated. and 
should face either the Fast, the North or the North-East. 

Before one makes use of any ‘mantra,’ he should know its. 
metre, its uses and its ‘isi’. By the last is meant that Rigi 
who ‘saw’ the mantra for the first time (to whome the mantra 
was revealed), or who made use of it for the first time and 
utilised it to its fullest extent. 

During the act, the performer should not engage in talk 
of any kind; and absolute silence is enjoined for certain acts, 
as japa, meditation and the like. 

As regards sacrifices, wherever the material is not specified, 
‘ajya is the material to be used: and this name is applied to 
clarified butter, oils, milk and curd,—but only when they have 
been duly consecrated. Some other articles of offering are also 
defined towards the end of the Prakasha—({1) ‘ Madhuratraya’ 
consists of utter, milk and honey; (2) * Panchimrita’ of curd, 
milk, sugar, honey and butter; (3) ‘Saptadhatu’ of gold, silver, 
copper, brass, iron, zine and lead ; (4) ‘ Arghya’ of water, milk. 
usha, curd, wasbed rice, sesamum sees, harley, and parched 

This Paribhasaiprakisha extends upto page lilt. After 
this we have the first 74 pages of the Sarhskaraprakdsha, 
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a study of which we hope to take up when the part is 
completed. 

As regards the edition we notice with great pleasure the 
fact that the work is singularly free from errors of all kinds, 
but in places (as on p. 78), the ‘explanations’ have not been 
separated from the quoted texts. What one misses however 
is reference to the texts quoted. Most of the quotations are 
such as could have been easily verified. If the learned editor 
could supply footnotes, explanatory chiefly of ancient names 
of places, with reference to their modern equivalents, the 
study of the work would be more interesting. Then again, 
we hope that the editor will, in his ‘ Bhtimika,’ go fully into 
the question of the authorities quoted in these Digests. There 
are some interesting points to be noted and discassed—for 
instance—(1) Does ‘ Yogiyajmavalkya’ differ from ‘ Yajiiavalkya ’ 
and °Vpiddhamanu’ from“ Manu’? (2) Are such smpitis as 
those of “ Chhagaleya", f.7., (quoted on p. 78) available? and so 
forth. In fact the whole matter of these “Smritis” deserves 
to be gone into more fully than it has been hitherto: at the 
very outset, our author has given widely divergent lists of these - 
and it would be highly interesting to study the chronology of 
these lists, and account for the divergences—a study of which 
would be absolutely necessary for the forming of an idea as to 
the development of Indian Legal Literature. Then again, what 
led to one author being discarded aud another accepted in his 
place—and such other points would throw some light on the 
social conditions of the people also. This has been going 
on till very late,—in fact till the stratification of Indian Law 
under British Courts of Justice. To take one solitary instance, 
in Mithila, a country which has been very prolific in legal digest- 
writers, about 400 years ago, ‘the Kalpataru’ of Laksmidhara 
used to be regarded as the supreme authority ; this was replaced 
by the *Ratnakaras” of Chandeshvara, and these again, in 
their turn, by the ‘Chintamanis’ of Vichaspati Mishra. Much 
of this was indeed due to the varying powers of the patrons of 
these writers ; and thus the study of the History of Indian Legal 
Literature may hold out hopes to the student of the history of 
‘ king-dynasties ‘as well, G. J. 
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[That the seriptural texta which convey the idea of Non- 
duality, themselves bear the characteristica of Plurality, does not 
disprove Non-duality being the absolutely Real, Scripture 
iteelf, as well as the process through which it gives rise to the 
knowledge of Non-duality, lies within the sphere of the Unreal, 
Illusory, ‘Knowledge’ in the true sense i, ¢., universal Con- 
sciousness or Brahman, is never produced, it eternally is. ] 


(152). [Page 128.] The Logician start a new argument :-— 
The Vedic declarations of non-duality, he says, convey their 
meaning only in dependence on the differences between letters, 
words, case-terminations, meanings of words, and so forth; 
how then can it be maintained that they are not sublated by 
these manifold notions of difference on which they depend ? 
For it is a recognised principle that what depends upon another 
thing is weaker than that thing. 

(155). But this argument also is without foree. For we do 
not maintain that Difference or Diversity has absolutely no exis- 
tence. We mdeed hold that it has no real being, but we allow 
to it an illusory existence, and this is enough to account for the 
causal relationship (between ideas of difference and the Vedic 
declarations) upon which the Logician bases his argument. 

(154). But, our adversary says, in the fundamental non- 
dualistic texts themselves, there occur certain words and phrases 
which are not explicable without the admission of Diversity. In 
the text ‘ekam evadvitiyam * the word eva is meant to exclude 
things other than the one, and the word advitiyam (‘ without 
a second’) presupposes the existence of a second. Similarly 
in the text ‘neha nanasti kifichana't the phrase ‘na nana’ 
(‘no diversity") presupposes diversity, and the word kirchana 
(anything ; whatsoever) implies the existence of many things, 

This apparent contradiction also, we reply, is removed by 
the explanation just given. What the non-dualistic texts teach 
is the absolute reality of non-dualism: and the absolutely real 
cannot be sublated by the conception of what is not absolutely 
real: the conception of the real shell can truly not be refuted 
by the conception of the silver (erroneously imagined) in the 

* ChhEndogya VI. 2.1. + Bri. Ar. VI. 4, 19, __ 
Kh. 75. 
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In cases where one cognition admittedly refutes another 
as when the (mistaken) inferential cognition ‘ the fire is not 
hot’ is refuted by the sensuous cognition of the heat of the 
fire—since the former cognition depends on the latter (the 
cognition of that which is not-hot presupposing the cognition of 
its counter-entity tc. that which is hot), the two cognitions both 
belong to the sphere of Nescience (i,e., the Unreal or Illusory), 
and hence there is no objection to one (viz, the dependent 
one) being sublated by the other (on which it depends), 

(155). But, our opponent rejoms, (just as you maintain 
that the Vedic declaration is irrefutable because it has for its 
object the absolutely Heal), it may be argued that the * non-heat’ 
of fire algo is absolutely real and hence not to be refuted by 
sensuous cognition ! Not 80, we reply. For if the so-called 
“non-heat’ of fire is of the same kind as what is perceived in 
water and other substances, and hence is not different from 
coolness, our reasoning cannot but lead to the result that this 
‘non-heat’ also belongs tothe sphere of illusion. If, on the 
other hand, you do not maintain this (but hold ‘non-heat’ to be 
something quite difierent from what is known through ordinary 
experience, so that the arguments by which the illusory charac- 
ter of the apparent world is proved, would not apply to it), then 
it would be neither more nor less than another term for Non- 
duality, (for this alone is altogether different from the empirical 
world). Asa matter of fact, however, we find that the con- 
ception of ‘non-heat’ presupposes diversity in the form of the 
differentiation of cognitions, objects of cognition and the like; 
and hence cannot escape from the devouring grasp of the 
Reasoning which proves the whole Universe to be illusory. 
The case of Non-duality is different; for as any refutation of it 
could only be based on Diversity and hence could not be real 
(Diversity itself being illusory only), there is no possibility 
whatever of Non-duality ever being shown to be unreal. 

(156). But, our adversary resumes, in what sense do you 
mean that our original objection (urged in para 152) is disposed 
of by your setting forth the reality of Non-duality? Our 
contention was that the Vedic declaration cannot afford a valid 
cognition of Non-duality, for the simple reason that it is in con- 
flict with, and sublated by, that upon which it depends for its very 
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origination (viz., sensuous and other cognitions of diversity) ! 

(157). This argument also, we reply, does not touch us, 
Non-duality, which is absolutely real, could be sublated only by 
real Diversity, not by an illusory one ; hence the conception of real 
Non-duality cannot be sublated by that upon which it depends, 
when this latter is no more than diversity, possessing an illusory 
existence, and the idea of such Diversity. Even if the conception 
of Non-duality to which the Vedic texts give rise were in itself 
merely illusory, the object of that conception—i.e., Non-duality 
itaelf—would remain real ; (and then again the conception is not 
capable of sublation) fora conception is sublated only by the 
demolition of its object, and in the present instance the object 
(1.2, real Nonduality) is not demolished. 

(158). [Page 132.] Hence 

‘The Vedic declaration taking shelter under the wing of 
absolutely real non-duality need not fear in the least that it will 
be sublated by what it depends on’, (23), 

Scripture itself, indeed, declares this when saying ‘ it is from 
a second only that there is fear,’ * 

(159). This ‘non-duality’ when considered along, and 
identified with, the teaching of the text ‘ All this is Brahman 
only "7 is seen to be nothing else but Brahman; and on 
the basis of the text ‘ is knowledge (vijiiiina) and 
bliss,’t this Brahman is ascertained to be of the essence of 
knowledge (consciousness), And by this we are led to the 
conclusion that the knowledge of Non-duality to which the 
Vedic texts give rise, resolves itself into the ‘ non-duality of 
knowledge or consciousness.’ 

(160). But, the Logician objects, if knowledge is one with 
Brahman, how can it be held to be produeed by Vedic texts ? 
Your objection would be well founded, we reply,if the fact of 
the production of knowledge were something truly real; it, 
however, is not such, for it lies within the sphere of illusion, 
and hence isin no conflict with what is the absolutely real fact, 
viz., that knowledge is essentially ‘non-producible,’ i.e., eternal, 

(161), It is in accordance with this that the Veda declares 
‘Knowledge’ (Brahman) to be one, = An adversary might here 
argue that oneness must either mean (1) absence of diversity, 
* Bri. Ar. 14.2. { Nrisithhottaratipani 7, } Brj. Ar. Il. 9. 28. 
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or (2) the number one (numerical oneness), or (3) the very self 
(or essential nature) of knowledge, or (4) some other attribate 
termed oneness and really meaning the same as absence of 
difference; and that oneness in any of these senses cannot be 
proved to belong to ‘Non-duality’; for the presence of an 
attribute of any kind would be in contradiction with ‘Non- 
duality.’ All we wish to reply to this is that if the conception 
of an attribute of Non-duality cannot stand—as we admit 
it cannot—the attack made upon it, it must be dismissed 
as illusory), Just as we dismissed the idea of Knowledge 
being something produced by the Veda. That on the other 
hand which is validly cognised as the substrate of that 
attribute of Non-duality (i.e, non-dual Knowledge or Con- 
sciousness itself) remains unsublated and hence has to be 
recognised as absolutely real, We illustrate this by the 
instance of ‘shell-silver’: when the real shell is for a time 
(erroneously) cognized as silver, and subsequently, owing to 
sublation, the attribute of being of the nature of silver is dis- 
carded, the fault of the attribute (1e., its sublation) does not 
imply the cessation of the substrate to which the attribute 
belongs (1.¢., the real shell). 

(162). This notion of Non-duality then cannot be refuted 
even by hundreds of arguments that might be set forth by 
clever men; as Scripture says ‘this notion cannot be set aside 
by reasoning’ ® Therefore, 

‘Q men of understanding! Apply your intellect tu the 
refutation of this notion only if you really desire to flmg into 
the sea the magical all-bestowing gem that has come to your 
hand !* (24). 

(163). Then again, this notion of Non-duality brings about 
results of a perceptible nature also {not only Release which 
transcends all perception); as is saidyt ‘Even a little of this 
virtue saves from great dangers.’ 

"Tt is by the grace of the Lord only that in the minds of a 
few men there arises that desire to know Non-duality which 
affords a shelter from all danger’. (25). 

(164), And thus— 

‘Lo! That Non-duality which has been ascertained, in a 

® Katha Up. I, 9. + Bhag. Gitx I. 40 

Eh. 78. 
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way, * to be the purport of the texts declaring Non-duality, 
triumphantly emerges from the discussion, as self-luminous 
and absolutely real Consciousness !’ (26), 

(165). [Page 136.] 1, therefore, can only call upon you, how- 
ever much you may hanker after the enticing glamour of illusion, 
to accept with due faith this Non-duality as it is set before you 
fully supported by arguments agreeing with your own principles 
of correct reasoning; and when, thereupon, guided by such 
faithful acceptance of the purport of the Upanisatls you seek 
for knowledge of the Self, you will, after having in due course 
withdrawn your mind from all its outgoing functions, attain by 
and within yourself to the direct intuition of that Highest Reality 
which is witnessed to by its own light and excela honey ip 
sweetness! How the mind, freeing itself from all distractions, 
merges itself in the Highest Reality constituted by the Self, as 
in a lake of nectar, and thus attains the highest bliss—this I 
have already described in my Natsadha-charita, in the canto 
devoted to the praise of the Supreme Person. 





Section 11. 


(The ‘arguments of refutation’ which it is our task to set 
forth are of universal applicability ; they may be used by any 
philosophical disputant to disestablish the position of his 
antagonist. ] 


(166). Tn what precedes we have by no means disproved the 
capability of the ‘arguments of refutation’ to establish any 
desired result—they thus being comparable to a king's word of 
command (which has the effect of routing the hostile army at 
the same time that it preserves the king's own army); why then 
should you (the Vedantin) not employ those arguments, in any 
way you like, against the different philosophic systems ? (27), T 





*'In a way,’ because to that end we have to accept as valid tha relation of 
texts or words and their meanings, which lies within the sphere of illusion. 

Tt The present section is meant to meet the objection that the ‘ arguments: 
of refutation’ can be used only to establish the VedNntiec position ; while yet, 
in the introductory stanzas, the assertion had been made that they would 
lead the disputant to victory over all opponents, and in all kinds of discussion. 

Eh, 79, 





(167). [Page 138). The fact is that our arguments of 
refutation freely and fully operate with regard to philosophica 
tenets of any kind. We introduce the statements of certain 
particular philosophic doctrines simply with a view to putting | 
forward only such ‘arguments of refutation’ as cannot be 
impugned by any counter-argument except by snch arbitrary 
assumptions as that ‘the arrangements of the Universe depend 
on the will of a personal God (and hence their reality cannot be 
gainsaidi’. (We give some details as to this universal applica- 
bility of the ‘arguments of refutation ’):—If, for instance, the 
(isputant holds the doctrine of (Bauddha) Nihilism or that of 
(Vedantic) ‘Inexplicability', the general applicability of those 
arguments against all other doctrines, of course, is beyond all 
floubt. If, on the other hand, the two disputants be upholders 
of the view of the reality of prama@na and the rest of the 
categories, the arguments refuting definitions will have their 
use in disestablishing the special definitions (set forth by the 
Opponent), and the arguments disproving the things to be defined 
will have their use in disestablishing those special means of 
proof, etc., which refer to the things. 

(168). [Page 139]. Nor must it be objected to this, that the 
Logician who, in the course of a disputation with another 
Logician, should reject the definitions given in the Stitras 
(which should be authoritative for all Logicians) abandons the 
fundamental principles of his own doctrine. F or what he would 
aim at disproving, would only be some special interpretation of 
the definitions in the Sitras, given by his Opponent. But, 
it may be objected, if a disputant aims at disestablishing 
particular definitions, particular means of knowledge whereby 
the reality of something is proved, and particular interpretations 
of the Siitras, he will to that end have to set forth other 
definitions, other means of proof and other interpretations (all 
of which, on the view of the universal force of the ‘ arguments 
of refutation’ would be equally invalid! ). Not so, we reply, 
In the case referred to by you the arguments in question would 
be put forward as useful for that special kind of disputation 
which is called ‘vitanda’ (which aims, not at establishing one's 
own view, but merely at refuting the view of the adversary), and 
hence the disputant would not lay himself open to any criticiam 

Kh, 80. 





Carrer L.—Secriow (11). 239 


bearing on the establishment of his own views. 

(169). [Page 140.] Thus then there, also, 1s no objection 
to the ‘arguments of refutation’ being employed by a disputant 
who accepts the fundamental tenets of his opponent ; for he may 
object to the details of the doctrine, in the manner of an 
‘Ekadeshin’ (who while accepting the fundamental views of a 
system holds special views of his own on special points). Just 
as Grammarians (although agreed as to the correctness of a 
certain word) may raise and discuss the question as to how the 
word is formed, in order to ascertain the extent of each other's 
knowledge ; so in the case of philosophical systems also, dis- 
putants although holding the same fundamental views, may 
engage in a critical discussion in order to test each other. 

(170). And then, that enquirer also who (beyond aiming at 
the discomfiture of an antagonist) is concerned to establish a 
definite view of Reality, will necessarily have to refute the 
arguments that may be brought forward against him (and this 
can only be effected by the ‘ arguments of refutation’) ; for other- 
wise his own positive view of Reality could not be established, 
And it thus appears that even in vada (i.e, bona fide discussion 
which aims at the ascertainment of truth), there is room for the 
employment of the ‘ arguments of refutation’. 

(171). As to Jalpa finally (the third kind of discussion dis- 
tinguished by the Logicians), this we declare to be a mere conven- 
tional kind of discussion ; for in reality so-called jalpa consists 
of two vitandais, For otherwise {i.e., if we admitted, as an 
independent class, a discussion which in reality consists of two 
vitandas only), why should we not also acknowledge, as a further 
independent class, a discussion consisting of two jalpas? With 
this matter we have dealt at length, on the occasion of discussing 
the nature of jalpa (in the work called ‘ Ishvarabhisandhi ). 

(172). But let us, for the occasion, acknowledge jalpa as a 
distinct class of discussion. A person engaging in this kind of 
discussion, would in the first place put forward as right certain 
views which may be open to objections, after having shown that 
those objections do not apply, and then would refute him who 
insists on those objections, by applying some ‘argument of 
refutation.’ And it thus appears that in jalpa also those argu- 
ments are not altogether out of place. 
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[The first ‘ argument of refutation’ is that none of dafini- 
tions, given by our opponents, of the categories of Reality are 
valid. | 


(173). Now then, of what kind are those ‘arguments of 
refutation ' ? They are as follows :—In the first place we 
enunciate the following principle— All determination (proof) of 
(the reality of) what is to be defined, (i, ¢., things) depends on 
definitions ; but no satisfactory definitions are possible, because 
all attempts to define lead us into reasoning of an objectionable 
or vicious kind, such as ‘reasoning in a circle’ (ohakraka); as 
when the ‘knower’ (the knowing subject) is defined as the 
“substrate of knowledge.”® 





Secrion 13. 


[In the first place the definition given by the Logician of 
prama—right knowledge—is untenable. Pramaé cannot be de- 
fined as tattva-anubhiti 1, ¢., direct knowledge of a thing's tattva 
(lit, his-ness or that-ness), because on none of the explanations 
which may be given of the meaning of taftra it can be shown 
how such fattra can be rightly cognized.] 


(174). [Page 143.] We will first examine the definition 
given by the Logicians of ‘ Prama’ (i, e, right or valid cognition ; 
eognition that results from the unimpeded functioning of 
one of the recognised means of valid cognition, the so-called 
pramanas), The definition given of this,—viz., that it is “the 
immediate apprehension (or consciousness —anubhitt) of the 
true nature (tativa, literally ‘this-ness’ or ‘ that-ness ') of a 
thing),"—is unacceptable; since the Logician is unable to give 
4 satisfactory explanation of what is meant by ‘tattra.’ The 
term tativa (that-ness) literally means ‘being that’, the that 
being something that suggests itself as being under poner 
tion. Now on the occasion of defining ‘ right cognition,’ no 
particular thing suggests itself as being under consideration— 
and to which, therefore, the that could refer, It might be 


* While ‘ icwiedze* in its turn is defined as an attribute of the knowing 
subject. 
Kh. 82, 
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said that every state of direct consciousness presents to the 
mind, in the way of suggestion, the object to which it is related, 
and that it is this object to which the that refers ; for what is 
meant by a thing being ‘that which is under consideration * 

r ‘that which suggests itself’ is the thing's being present to 
the mind of the speaker or hearer; and we, therefore, designate 
as ‘ thisness ' that which is the being (or character or nature) 
of that thing. But this explanation we cannot admit, 
For in certain cases (as when a shell is mistaken for silver) that 
which is not silver becomes the object of a man’s cognition as 
silver (so that, according to you, the tattva of silver is the 
object of cognition); and thus the definition of ‘right cognition’ 
proposed, fails toexclude wrong cognition. Moreover (if only 
the character of the thing is tattva) the thing itself (to which the 
character belongs) cannot be called ‘tattva,’ and thus the cogni- 
tion of the thing itself, or of the thing as qualified by the 
character, will have to be regarded as wrong cognition (for 
it will not be ‘ cognition of tattva’). 

(175). But, our opponent may say, leave off levelling against 
our definition objections merely founded on considerations of 
the literal meaning of the word ‘tattva’! It is well-known that 
the word ‘fattva’ denotes nothing else than the individual cha- 
racter (svarupa) of a thing (and this comprises the thing itself 
a8 well as attributes, and so on). This also, we reply, will not 
help you; for whether you view svarupatra ‘the having the 
character of svartipa’ as a jati (class-characteristic; Universal), 
or as a mere upadhi, you cannot make out a satisfactory case 
for such sraripatva either residing in itself or not so residing. * 





® The argument comes to this :—You say that in right cognition we cognise 
the ewartipa of a thing. Now svertipa is, to argue as the Logician does, that 
in which ‘ srartipa-tra’ (the ‘ “ee aie ute of svariipa’) resides (just 
na o jar is that in which ghatatva ‘ the being a jar’ resides. This svartipates 
may be viewed either as a jati (in which case the translation ' class-character- 
istics’ holds good); “or asa mere wpadhi—an external limiting or determining 
condition ; this does not change the case. Now shall we say that in that svard- 
pata epitol renidba ia suariipa, avariipatea is again residing, oF nok? The 
former assumption would imply the fault of ‘ dtmashraya' (the dependence of 
thing upon itaelf, which explains nothing), On the second assumption svariipa- 
tea cannot be said to have a svartipa of ita own, and henes (according to the 
view of the Logician) there can be no right cognition 
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Moreover, what is denoted by the word ‘ svartpa' cannot be one 
thing ; it rather denotes something different in the case of each 
individual object, and hence a definition of ‘ right cognition’ 
which implies svarapa can never take in the right cognitions of 
all things. How, further, can the word ‘tattva’ exclude wrong 
cognition ? When a shell is (wrongly) cognised as possessing 
the character of silver (silver-ness), there is in that case also a 
cognition of a svaripa; for it certainly cannot be denied that 
elther the shell or ‘the character of silver’ isa svaripa; nor 
again can it be maintained that the connexion of the two which, 
in the cognition, presents itself to consciousness, is not a svaripa, 
For the connexion that presents itself to consciousness is, 
according to the system of the Logician himself, so called 
“inherence’ (samariya; that connexion which, not to mention 
other cases, holds good between a ‘class-character,' jati, and 
that which has that character); and surely samavaya is a 
svaripa ! The Logician may retort—' True, samariya is a 
svartipa ; but this inherence of the class-character of silver does 
not really subsist in that particular shell.’ This makes no 
difference, we reply; for though the inkerence may not subsist 
in that shell, this does not deprive it of the character of svardpa ; 
Devadatta not being in the house does not on that account cease 
to be a svariipa.* 

(176). [Page 146.] ‘ Mere svardpa,’ the Logician rejoins, is not 
called tattva! By tattva we understand that svarupa of a thing 
which is cognised as actually connected with that particular 
point of time and space at which the thing is cognised.’t Not 
so, we reply. That view of the matter would imply that every 
right cogntion is a wrong cognition, in so far as referring 
to the place and time of the thing cognised.t Let us 
then say, the Logician rejoins, that in the case of time and place 
their mere svarupa (without further connexion with time and 
place) constitutes their tattra ! This also is inadmissible, 

® The point is that 20 long as svertipa is before consciousness (and this is 
the case of ‘silverness' appearing to inhere in the shell) the cognition is, 

t And hence the cognition of silver-ness which is not actually present in 
the shell, does not come under the definition of ' right cognition.’ 

¢ For that place and time themselves do not possess that relation to place 
and time on which, you say, right coguition depends. 


we reply, For if the word tattva has several meanings, the 
definition of right cognition will cease to apply to all cases. 
(177). The Logician now offers another definition of tattva :— 
‘ By the fattra of a thing we understand its really existing such 
as it is apprehended.’ But this also is unsatisfactory. For, 
on this definition, you will have to acknowledge as the tativa of 
a thing a certain character of it which is cognised, even 1 that 
character really belongs to it not at the time of cognition, but 
at some other time; you would ¢.g., have to allow that that | 
redness of a jar which will be produced by subsequent baking, 
constitutes the tattva of the jar even at the time when the jar, 
as yet unbaked and black, appears red to a man who suffers from 
the disease called ‘ Rakta-pitta ' (which makes one see all things 
as red); and will hence have to allow that man’s cognition 
as right cognition, To avoid this objection, the Logician 
may qualify his definition by bringing in a reference to time :— 
‘by the tattra of a thing we understand its really existing, at the 
time of cognition, such as it is then cognised.’ But this would 
again imply that the cognition, in so far as particularized by 
time, would not be true cognition, for this ‘ being particularized 
by time’ cannot again be connected with another time.* But 
why, the Logician resumes, should not time, determined by one 
determining factor (upadh?), be related to time as determined 
by another determining factor ; (for we observe that ¢. g., time as 
determined by the period called a year may be further determined 
by the period called a month, and so on; so that there appears 
to he no reason why time determined in one way should not at 
the same time be furiher determined in another way). The 
extension of your reasoning, we reply, (which endeavours to 
establish that a difference is introduced into trme—which is one 
—by its connexion with different determining conditions) would 
lead to the conclusion that Devadatta in so far as carrying a 
® According to the Logician right cognition imphes a definite relation to 
time: there is right cognition of that which is such as it is cognised, at the 
moment when it is cognised. But this would imply that there can be no 
right cognition of that very ime-clement which enters into right cognition; 
for while the jar ¢.g., may be conceived as connected with a definite 
moment of time, that moment of time itself cannot be viewed as again 
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stick (which is one determining condition), is different from and, 
therefore, can mount on the shoulders of, himself in so far as 
wearing earrings!* And if to this reductio ad absurdum you 
object that, although Devadatta may have several determining 
attributes, he—as substrate of those attributes—does not cease 
to be one; we reply that the case of time is exactly the same 
(4. ¢., time also remains one although connecting itself with 
different determining conditions). 

(178). These arguments also serve to discard the definition 
according to which ‘the tattva—the reality—of a thing is its 
being a cause.’ This latter definition is further open to the 
three following objections:—{1) If everything is such, i.e, 
if all things are real in so far only as they are causes, there 
ean be no right cognition of such things as are not actually 
cognised as causes.— (2) There would be an objectionable 
‘self-dependence’ (a@tmishraya; vicious circle.)t And (3) on 
this view each momentary phenomenon (kgana) of the Universe 
being regarded as a ‘cause’ (of that which succeeds it), we 
would be reduced to the vexatious and ridiculous position of 
having to take shelter under the wings of the Jainas who hold 
the being of a thing to consist in its irrefutable capacity to bring 
about effective action [i, e. to be a cause). 





© T.¢., sbaurd consequences are at once seen to flow from the assertion that 
what is one becomes different by its connexion with several determining or 
epecifying conditions. 

7 Or (a8 one commentary explains) If you say that right cognition is of 
causes Only, we point out that a cause is that which is determined by the class- 
character of 5 cause (we might say ‘ causality’); but in ‘ causality’ there doses 
not inhere a further causality (according to the principle that a jai has no 
further jolts); hence there can be no right cognition of causality, 

¢ If, in order rightly to cognise a cause, it were required to cognise also 
the cause of that cause, a regressus od infinitum would arise: if on the other 
hand this were not required, the right cognition of the cause would depend 
upon itself—which would be an objectionable dtmashraya. 
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(A)[And next, it is not possible to accept the so-called anubhtita 
(or anubhava) of the Logician, which, according to him, is a 
generic term denoting all primary cognition i.2,, cognition not 
of the nature of remembrance or representation (emriti). The 
tenet that all knowledge is either anubhiti or smritt cannot 
be upheld ; it in fact is at once seen to be upset by those cog- 
nitions which we comprise under the term ‘ Recognition ' (prat- 
yabhijia,) in which there evidently is an inseparable fusion of 
a direct presentative, and an indirect representative, element,] 


(179). [Page 149.] We next ask what definition you are 
prepared to give of ‘anubhiti’® (which term was used by the 
Logician in defining pram@ as tattva-anublati), Do you define 
it as a species or sub-class of * knowledge ' (jiiina); or as know- 
ledge other than remembrance (smpjti); or as knowledge 
which is destitute of the character of remembrance ; or as know- 
ledge which has a specific cause coming into existence just 
before the knowledge 7 


*We have so far translated anubhitti (or onubhava) by terms such as 
‘direct knowledge’ ‘immediate consciousness,’ ete. None of these translations 
are fully adequate ; and there is in fact no English, or western, philosophical 
term that connotes exactly what enubhiiti does, The great division of all 
knowledge (cognition; state of consciousness— jiana, buddhi, pratyaya) is, 
secormiing to the general Indian view (as best represented by the Nyiiya) 
into Anubhava and Smriti. The former term comprises all cognitions (includ- 
ing what we would prefer to call states of feeling, experiences of pleasure 
and pain) which, when presenting themselves to the mind are strictly original, 
i.e, not reproductions of former cognitions. In this sense—the cognition 
which we have through sight and touch of a fire burning before us; the idea 
we have of a fire on o distant hill, owing to an inference based on the percep- 
tion of smoke rising from the hill; and the knowledge of a fire burning 
somewhere which we acquire through the statement of a trustworthy person 
or an authoritative book ; are all of them Anubhava. Such Anubhava is not 
necessarily true knowledge; it is Anubheva also when, in twilight, we see a 
man where there is only a post, or 8 snake where there is only » rope; Smriti 
on the other hand comprises all casea of ‘representative ' cognition, where the 
cognition before the mind is not at the time originated by one of the ' means of 
Imowledge’ (pramana; i.c., Perception, Inference, etc.), but is the mere 
reOntering into consciousness of a previous cognition. 

It of course is evident that neither ‘ direct cpereieneta) nor ‘immediate 
oe ‘presentative knowledge,’ ete, etc, exactly correspond to 
A 
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(180). The first of these definitions is not tenable. For 
on what ground, we ask, do you mean to establish that 
special kind of knowledge which you call anublawi? Tf you 
reply, that your reason is the universal presence, in all instances 
of so called anubhiti, of that state of consciousness or cogni- 
tion which expresses itself in the form ‘I am immediately or 
directly conscious of,’ °—we argue against you as follows:— 
When a man, towards the close of a January night, bathes at 
the confluence of the white and the dark rivers it. é. the Ganga 
and the Yamuna), he, on the strength of certain scriptural 
assertions, tay have before his mind the idea of future heavenly 
bliss (promised as the reward for the meritorious action of 
bathing at that place and time); but all the same, there arises in 
him no state of consciousness which would express itself as 
‘I directly apprehend or feel (anubhavGmi) pleasure’: on the 
contrary what he is directly conscious of js pain or discomfort 
due to the coldness of the air and water. Similarly, when a 
generally religious man is engaged in enjoying the love of 
another man's wife, he may, owing to his knowledge of what 
Scripture says on this point, have before his mind the idea of 
future punishment to be experienced in hell, but all the same 
his actual thought and feeling is not ‘I am experiencing pain,’ 
but rather ‘Iam at the present moment experiencing imtense 
delight.’ If the inferential cogmition (of bliss in the one, and 
torment in the other case) which is based upon general princi- 
ples indicated by scripture (wiz., that ‘he who bathes, ete., will 
go to heaven’, and so forth) were of the nature of Anubhava, 
the former man would apprehend pleasure, and the latter, pain, 

(181). If you say that what those two men actually think 
and say, is due to their taking anubhara in the popular sense of 
direct or immediate (sensnous and perceptional) apprehension 
(saksatkara), while the cognitions and forms of expression 
that depend on inference founded on scriptural statement are 
present in the minds of the learned and thoughtful,—we reply 
that in that case, the fact of such direct apprehension being 
regarded and spoken of as anubhava would be due to its 
directness and immediacy; and hence there would be neither 
any valid proof for, nor any purpose of assuming, a special 
* Compare the preceding note as to the inadequacy of these renderings 
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sub-class of cognition called anubhava, Anubhava then would 
mean one thing in the ease of the ordinary man, and another 
thing in the case of the learned and intelligent; and hence 
no definition could be given that would apply to all cases of 
anubheva. 

(182), The Logician (making another stand for his anubhara) 
replies—“ the fact ia that we have the notion of an anubhava 
(a certain kind of consciousness or apprehension) which is 
common to sensuous cognition, inference and so forth, in so 
far as all these differ from representative cognition (smriti). 
Now this notion cannot be explained as due to the immediacy 
(siksatkaritva) of those cognitions (since inferential cognitions, 
ete., avowedly are not immediate); we, therefore, must assume 
some other class-character ‘anubhiititram'’ which is to be met 
with in all those cognitions, whether immediate or not,” 

(183). This reasoning also we reply, is unsound. That we 
think and speak of certain things as having that in common 
that they differ in certain characteristics from other things,—of 
this the reason is just that particular character of those things ; 
but we do not on that account postulate a special class of things. 
If classes were to be postulated wherever several things agree 
in differing from other things, we should have to postulate a 
special class akga—comprising all those several things which 
are denoted by the word ‘akga’, viz., dice, the vibhitaka-fruit, 
the sense-organs, etc.—, for no other reason than that those 
things have in common that they differ from other things such 
as jars and the like. 

(184), For the following reason also we cannot admit a 
‘tae: class of cognitions other than remembrance terme 
bhiti:" There is the (mental process of) Recognition (pratyabha- 
na), as when we think ‘this is the same jar (that we saw on 
former occasions)’: with regard to this Recognition the question 
arises whether it comprises two cognitions—riz,, one of the 
nature of anubhuti (of the jar seen), and one of the nature of re- 
membrance (of the jar with which the jar seen is identified) ;—or 
one cognition only, which is in part anulhit and in part remem- 
branee (the view of the Prabhikara);—or pure remembrance 
only;—or pore anubhiti only (the Nyaya view)? Should you 
aceept the first of these alternatives, we point out that in al 
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Recognition there is present to consciousness the non-difference 
of this thing as seen now and here, from the thing as observed 
in ita previous condition. Now this non-differance cannot he 
included in remembrance; for the simple reason that the said 
non-difference not having been cognised before cannot be 
suggested to the mind by any impression (for as it waa not 
known before, it cannot have left any impression on the mind). 
And we remark at once that for the same reason the third 
alternative is untenable. Nor can the idea of non-differance be 
considered as anubliati; because at the time of recognition the 
previous condition of the thing is not cognised in the way of 
anubhava, Were this the case, the alternative now under dis 
cussion would be identical with the last alternative, which we 
shall refute later on. For similar reasons the second alternative 
also is not tenable. For if that factor of Recognition which 
consists in the non-difference of the present thing from the 
thing as qualified by its previous condition were regarded as 
eognised by anubhara, the qualification by the previous condi- 
tion also would have to be included under anubhava. And 
this would bring us back to the alternative first considered. 





(B) [None of the other theories given of the nature of Recogni- 
tion can be upheld. It cannot be regarded (a) as comprising 
distinct cognitions, one of the nature of anubhtiti and the other 
of the nature of emriti; for the idea of the non-difference of 
the this, 1, ¢., the thing actually perceived, and the that, 4. «., 
the thing as which the this is recognised, is neither directly 
apprehended (by anubhati) nor remembered,—Nor (6) can it 
be viewed ss one cognition which is in part anubhtiti and in 
part Remembranee ; for any attempt to distinguish and charao- 
terize in separation those two elements proves futile —Nor (e) 
can it be viewed as pure Remembrance, for reasons analogous 
to those which tell against (@),—Nor (d) can it be conceived 
as pure anubhiti; for the cognition of non-difference of the 
past the present can be based neither on sense-contact 
which is the direct cause of all anubhava; nor on an impres- 
sion; since of that non-difference—of which we are conscious 
not earlier than in the act of recognition itself—there ean be no 
Kh. 90. 
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previous impression. Nor could we, on this theory, account 
for cases of doubtful recognition, And finally if Recognition, 
although due to impression, were to be classed as anub/uti, 
other kinds Of remembrance also would have to be similarly 
classed, and the distinction of anubiati and emriti thus would 
be lost altogether. As thus it appears that anwhiatita does not 
denote o truly distinctive kind of cognition, its employment 
as a factor in the definition of proma renders that definition 
nugatory. | 


(185). Against this last argumentation the opponent might 
offer the following explanation:—In Recognition that factor 
which presents itself in the form, ‘this present thing is non- 
different from itself as qualified by its previous conditions,’ 
itself contains more than one, te, two factors; the first of these, 
viz., the idea of the thing in its previous condition, is pure 
Remembrance; the second, viz., the cognition of the said non- 
difference, is anubhava, (And hence the objection raised falls to 
the ground). But, we reply, were this so, the Recognition 
would present itself as follows—({a) That thing under its pre- 
vious conditions, plus (bh) ‘this thing is non-different’—the 
former being remembrance and the latter anubhava; and thus 
there would be nothing to reveal that the non-difference has for 
its substrate the thing as under its previous conditions, This 
means that, Recognition would not present itself in the form 
j pet is the same thing as that which formerly appeared under 

ent conditions’ (while yet everyone knows that this latter 
ac is the characteristic form of all Recognition), 

(186), The Logician may here attempt the following ex- 
planation :—That non-difference which is intimated by anubhava 
contaiued in Hecognition), as having for its substrate the thing 
which is apprehended through anwbhava, cannot accomplish itself 
without depending on a ‘second term': for non-difference must 
be of something from something. Now what immediately 
suggests itself as the nearest second term is the thing as 
distinguished by its previous conditions, which is suggested 
by that remembrance which forms part of recognition. It is this 
which non-diflerence takes up as its second term, and thus 
establishes itself as having that previous thing also for its 
substrate, 
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(187). But this explanation is even more futile than the 
previous ones, What, we ask, is the meaning of non-difference 
leaning upon or taking up the second ? Does this mean 
that it has the second term for its substrate ; or that it is cognised 
as having it for its substrate? The former alternative is impos- 
sible, for it would imply that non-diflerence originates only now, 
(i. ¢,, at the time of recognition) as abiding in the thing related to 
its previous conditions ; and this again would imply that, before 
recognition, there was difference between the thing as it is 
now and the (same) thing as it was previously (and this clearly is 
nonsensical), And on the second alternative, there would arise 
a dificulty that we have already pointed out, for the cognition 
of the non-difference of the present thing as having for its 
substrate the ‘second term,’ (i. ¢, the past thing) can be 
included neither under remembrance, nor under anubhava 
(since it essentially is a cognition in which both these cognitive 
factors are combined). 

(185). Further, if you regard Recognition as a simple cog- 
nition which has the character or aspect of remembrance as 
regards the that, and the aspect of anubhava as regards the this 
(this is that jar which’ ete.), there will be an unavoidable 
confusion with regard to the thing itself. For, we ask, what is 
it that in this ease is brought before the mind by the impression 
(which here, as in all cases, gives rise to remembrance) ?—is it a 
mere that, or is it the thing (e. g., the jar) qualified by the 
character of that-ness? On the former alternative we could not 
have the recognition in the form ‘this is that thing’; for what 
the impression would bring before the mind would he mere 
that-neas (not a thing qualified by that-ness), Nor is the latter 
alternative tenable. For, on it, it would be necessary to maintain 
that also in the anubhava-element of recognition—which is 
expressed as this—there reveals itself the thing ; for if it revealed 
the character of this-ness only and not the thing, it could not 
have the form ‘this thing, etc.’ And as thus the impression and 
the Perception both present themselves as causing the idea of 
the thing, the question arises whether the idea of the thing is to 
be viewed as originated by different cognitions ; or by a single 
cognition of non-difference, brought about by the two causes 
conjointly. The former view is in conflict with the view, 
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accepted by the Logician himself, that Recognition is a single 
act of cognition ; and moreover is open to the objections urged 
above (para 184, etc.) against the differentiation (of the objects 
of remembrance and anubhava, in Recognition). On the latter 
view, every recognition, as far as the thing is concerned, will 
have the character of Remembrance as well as that of anubhara ; 
and this would mean a confusion of the two—leading to the 
undesirable contingency that the two would not be differentiated 
even on the basis of the difference of their respective objects. 
(189). The Logician now argues as follows:—Even though 
the required differentiation (between remembrance and anwbhava) 
may not be possible on the ground of the difference of their 
objects, it will be possible on other grounds, The mental act 
will be distinguished as ‘Remembrance’ by reference to its being 
originated by an impression, and as " Anubhava’ by reference to 
its being originated by the contact of the sense-organ concerned 
(with the object, the internal organ, etc.) ; in this way the objec- 
tionable confusion will be avoided. But this also, we reply, 
may not be. As we do not admit that “the character of being 
true knowledge’ (pramifva) is an invariable class-character 
(jati), it must be considered as determined by the oitaees and 
hence it will not avail to bring in other conditions such as 
(origination from an impression, etc.) in order to differentiate 
between anubhava and remembranee; for since both refer to one 
and the same thing (as you maintain), right cognition (anubhara) 
and what is not right cognition (1. e. remembrance) will have 
ene and the same object (which is absurd).® And further 
since all the various aspects of a cognition are at once cognised 
in the Self as either present or not present, both anubhara and 
remembrance present themselves to consciousness as soon as 
recognition takes place; and if then we were not to admit 
that each of the two is determined and distinguished by its 
object, we should be driven to the absurd conclusion that 
through remembrance we may be conscious of the this (i.e, 
the present thing) also, and through anwbhhara of the that (i.e. 
past thing)! 
Recognition is prand in ao far as it is amuhava, and aprama in ao fnr 


as it is remembrance; if, then, the two have one ontl the same object, the 
Intier is at the same time the object of promd and of aprama. 








Kh. 98, 


252 Ispian Toovest : Khandana, 


(190). If again, you should define Remembrance as that 

which is brought about by impressions {and plead that’ this 
cannot connect itself with the this of which we are conscious in 
Recognition) ; we reply that what we are now concerned with 
is the difficulties we experience in uscertaiming what factor 
of Recognition is actually brought about by impressions. If 
you, in order to remove those difficulties, do no more than put 
forward the same character (viz., of being produced by impres- 
sion), this will fail to convince other people (for it simply is 
reasoning in a circle). Nor may you say that what deter- 
mines the ‘heing due to impressions’ is the general character 
of Remembrance conceived in some way other than being due 
to impressions. For consider—' being due to Impressions’ 
really means nothing else than ‘necessarily, (or regularly) 
coming into existence after impressions.’ Now this necessary 
or regular sequence cannot be realized without pre-supposing a 
certain uniform character belonging to many individual cogni- 
tions which makes us apprehend that regular sequence ; and it 
thus comes to this that it is the character of Remembrance 
which determines whether or not a cognition is brought about 
by impressions, This means—having the character of Remem- 
brance is the condition for determining that a cognition is due 
to impressions ; and ‘ being due to impressions" is the condition 
for determining that a cognition is of the nature of Remem- 
brance-~a flagrant case of reasoning in a circle! Hence, on 
this hypothesis, confusion of Remembrance and Anubhava is 
unavoidable, 

(191). Moreover, we ask,—do you, or do you not, hold that 
in the case of Recognition the two sets of causal factors (k@raya- 
samagri) which bring about remembrance and anubhava are 
present? If not, how then can Recognition be in part of the 
nature of anubhava and in part of the nature af remembrance ? 
And if such is the case (i.e., if, even without the spacial causal 
conditions of remembrance and anubhava—such as remem- 
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° What is it that in the act of Recognition determines what element of 
the Recognition is due to impressions, and what element to the action of the 
senses? It will beno snawer to this question to say ‘being due to imprea- 
sions " is determined by ‘ being due to impreasions.’ 
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brance originating from impression, ete.—the two enter into 
Recognition), the result will again be a confusion of the two, 
On the former alternative, on the other hand, (viz., of the two 
sets of causal factors being present), it will follow that each of 
the two independently brings about its own effect, since each 
by itself has the power of bringing about its elect; it in fact 
is a well-ascertained principle that several causal factors bring 
about several effects. 

(192). Against this the opponent may argue as follows :— 
In cases where two sets of causal factors originate independently 
of each other, thet effects no doubt are distinct. But in the case 
of Hecognition the two originate sinultaneously and operate 
conjointly, and hence naturally give rise to one common effect 
of a mixed character. Although this is not observed to be 
the case with such sets of causal factors as produce, let us say, a 
jar and a piece of cloth respectively, yet the state of things 
may be such in the case of the two causal sets in question 
(which in Recognition give rise to remembrance and anubhava 
respectively); for these sets are quite different in nature from 
ordinary sets of causal factors. Truly, it cannot be asserted 
that such as the character of one thing is, such also must be the 
character of all other things; for were this so all the variety 
of this world would come to an end! 

(193). Not so, we reply. For if the two sets of causal 
factors act together, are we to assume that they aid each other 
or not? If not, the peculiar feature which consists there- 
in that they are joined will be useless towards the production 
of the separate effects; for in the absence of mutual aid it can- 
not possibly serve any purpose; and hence, the conjunction 
of the two making no difference, the two effects would be 
brought about quite separately. If, on the other hand, the 
two sets of causal factors are held to help each other, the 
impression would be operative towards the production of the 
anubhava-element (in Recognition) also, and the sense-organ 
towards the production of the remembrance-element also; and 
as thus the two features (viz., bemg produced by impressions, 
and being produced by the sense-organ), which were meant to 
distinguish the one from the other, turn out to be common to 
both, anubhava will enter into remembrance, and remembrance 


or4 InptAn THovant : Khayjana, 


into anubhava; and thus Recognition will be most indelibly 
marked with irremediable confusion of Anubhava and Remem- 
branee, 


(194), Nor, in the next place, can we accept the view (held 
by the Naiyiyika) that a Recognition is nothing but anu. 
bhava.* For with regard to the aspect that the thing recognised 
is the substrate of non-difference from that which 8 cognised 
(remembered) as that, neither impressions nor sense-contact have 
any causal power (i.e. that aspect cannot be due either to im: 
pression or to sense-contact), and hence that spect ceases to be 
an object (of any sort of cognition, while yet it is just that 
aspect which is characteristic of ql Reengnition), + 


(195). Nor may the Naiyayika plead that the element in 
question is apprehended, through the agency of the impression, 
by that (indirect) contact which consists in that element (i. «., 
non-lifference of the that from the thiz) heing a qualifying 
attribute of what is connected with the object. t For if this 
were so, there could be no dowhtful recognition—as_ there 
actually is when we think ‘Is this thing that thing, (which we 
knew before), or is it not ?'s But, the Logician replies, 

* The fourth alternative noted in para 184. See also para, 206. 

T According to the Naiyfyika recognition is a special form of anubhawa 
which is produced by impression and sense-action together. But the Vedantin 
objects,—let us admit that the impression is the cause of that element of re- 
cognition which consists in its being qualified by that-ness, and the sense-Organ 
of that clement which consists in its being qualified hy this-ness. Neither of 
these two causes, however, has the power of giving rise to that element which 
consists in non-lifference characterised by that to which that-neus balonge-fi. «., 
the non-dlifference of the this from the thut); for that does not lie within the 
sphere of the impression, and the BENSE-OrgAn 14 notin contact with it. 

t The Naiyfiyika is supposed to argue og follows :—Tho non-<ifference of 
the this from the that is o qualifving attribute (vishegana) of the jar, the jaris a 
qualifying attribute of the mnpression, the impression inheres (by samavdya- 
connexion) in the cognizing Self; the Self ia in conjunction (samyoga) with the 
internal organ, and the internal orgnn with the sense-trgon. In this mediate 
way the sense-organ apprehenis the non-(ifference,” 

§ For contact of the indirect kind described ahave ja present in doubtful 
ygnition also ; and the latter, therefore, would not be of the nature of daulit, 
trae knowledge. 





but 
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doubt arises in such cases owing to the presence of certain 
imperfections of the cognizer, and not to the fact of its qualify- 
ing something in contact with the sense-organ, But if 
such were the case it would be possible for us to have ‘doubtful 
recognitions’ due to imperfections, even in the absence of im- 
pressions (which is absurd); and moreover that which mani- 
festa (renders cognizable) a certain real thing cannot be called an 
‘imperfection.’ But, (although the imperfection in question 
manifests a real thing), yet it also may manifest something (the 
doubtful factor) which is not real, and hence it may be termed 
an ‘imperfection "! If this were so, we reply, then even the 
sense-organs and other means of cognition (which in cases of 
wrong cognition manifest things that are not real) might be 
spoken of as ‘imperfections’! And 1f it should be argued that 
itis only when the sense-organs are qualtfied (1, ¢,, alfected by im- 
perfections; that they manifest (unreal) things, and that hence 
it is the qualification only which can be called an ‘imperfection,’ — 
we reply that this may be said with regard to the imperfection 
wider discussion also; for it is never without the aid of some 
qualification that the imperfection manifests unreal things. And 
if it be argued that doubt arises, when, owing to an imperfection, 
something unreal only appears to consciousness, although there 
is a real thing ;—in that case no intelligent person would ever 
be moved to activity by doubtful eognition. 

(196), You will perhaps say that although the doubtful 
cognition has for its object a real thing, the condition of mental 
uncertainty is due to the unperfection (so that the ‘ imperfection’ 
may be defined as that which brings about the uncertainty). 
But, we remark, as the real thing always is of a non-confusec 
(nnambiguous, definite) character—whenever it manifests itself 
to consciousness (whether in a doubtful or a certain cognition), 
it will manifest itself in that very character in either of the two 
alternatives in a doubtful cognition; and how then should it 
have the character of uncertainty ? And if that certain thing 
which thus constitutes one of the two alternatives in a doubtful 
cognition is notsublated subsequently, then, although the doubt- 
ful cognition makes us apprelend something in addition to the 
certain thing-—viz., the non-existence of that thing-—yet its cha- 
racter of certainty remains unchallenged ; and what forms the 
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additional element is only the certainty of negation (of the 
thing) which constitutes the other alternative,” 

(197). [Page J65.] The Logician starts another explanation, 
The character of * Doubt’ which belongs to certain cognitions 
is @ class-character (jatz), and we define an imperfection to be 
that which brings about that. class-character. But, we 
reply, this also cannot be. Doubt expresses itself in the form-— 
‘this is that or not that;' now on your view we could neither 
have the cognition of, nor use the word ‘ or’ as co-ordinate 
with the words expressive of the two doubtful alternatives.} 
And further, if the alternative force of or connected itself 
with the cognition (and not the objects), we could not make 
use of forms of alternative expression such as ‘ bring the post or 
the man.’ ; for just as the character of certainty (which belongs to 
the cognition) cannot be connected with the words denoting the 
objects of cognition, so the alternative sense of or, if it belonged 
to the cognition, could not be connected with the objects af 
cognition ; (while it is actually so connected in cases such as the 
one last quoted), If what the word or denotes belonged to the 
cognition, it could not connect itself with the objects, not any 
more than the character of ‘ immediacy’ or ‘ directness ' (which 
belongs to certain cognitions) ean belong to their objects. 

(108). Nor can it be said that what takes place in the case 
of Doubt is that, although there is contact of the object with the 
mind, yet this contact is suppressed by certain imperfections 
(of the cognizing agency) and that hence the mind does not 
apprehend the object. For, we ask the Logician, although 
there be imperfections, how can there be suppression of the 
contact, when all that you hold to be necessary for the appre- 
hension of the object is that the object should be in contact 
© Inall Doubt we have two alternatives, é. 9: ‘ this is silver or not-cilver.' 
If the silver is real, the cognition ' this is silver’ will remain unsublated and 
hence show itself a certain cognition. And the alternative cognition also ‘ this 
is not-silver' is mahchaya (definite knowledge), although in the form of error. 
Thos there is nothing ' uncertain’ in doubtful cournition. 

¢ While this actually is the meaning we attach io the word or. What the 
doubt refers to is the objects of cognition: the cognition itself is pot affected 
by it. Tf what the word or expresses connected itself with the cognitions (not 
their objects) Doubt would express itself in the following form—T cognise or 
I do not cognise.’ 
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with the impression, the impression with the cognizing Self, 
the Self with the internal-organ, and the internal organ with 
the outward sense-organ (all which contacts are present in the 
ease of Doubt)? If it were possible to have a Doubt (indepen- 
dently of the “contact of impression’) it would also be possible 
to have doubts with regard to things without having ever per- 
ceived them, or without remembering them! [And thus we 
have shown that on your views also it is necessary to admit the 
agency of Impression-contact ; and hence you cannot free your- 
self from the objections urged under paras. 195-7, where we 
pointed out that even if the agency of Impressions be considered 
sufficient to account for the factor of that-ness, this does not 
account for Doubt in the form ‘is this that jar? ’] 

(199). In reality,? however, (vour position is not tenable). 
For? there can be no apprehension through the aforesaid 
contact, since the internal organ does not apprehend the impres- 
sion; nor do the sense-organs apprehend the Self: as it is au 
admitted fact that the contact (which is the really effective agent 
in bringing about an apprehension) is that which has the 
character of a qualification related to something that is appre- 
hensible by the organ concerned ; except in cases where what 
is apprehended is the negation or absence of some such quality 
or thing that has for its substratum something that is not 
apprehensible by that sense-organ.§ If this were not so (i. e., 

*So farthe author has argued that, even if it were admitted that in the 
doubt ‘is this that?" the notion of that-ness i obtained through the impression, 
yet the doubt could not arise. He now proceeds to argue that the notion 
cannot be attained in that way. 

7 The commentators differ as to the construction of this difficult passage. 
According to the Shifkari the first clause extends up to fA : while accord- 
ing to the Chitsukhi and the Vidyisigari and a second interpretation of 
the Shtikari also (which the translation follows), that word has to be taken 
with the next clause. In any case, the conclusion which the two clauses are 
meant to support has to be supplied. 

+ There can be effective contact of the organ with a thing only where the 
lntter is a qualification of something apprehensible by the organ: in the case 
in question, however, the impression not being apprehensible by any sense- 
organ, no effective contact can iake place. 

§ This clause is added in order to meet cases such as that of the organ 
of hearing apprehending sound in Ether which itself is not apprehonsible by 
that organ; in such cases the aforesaid contact is not present. The case of 
Impression does not come within this exception; here, therefore, the aforesaid 
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if mere sambaddha-vishesanat@ constituted the necessary contact), 
the eye would apprehend the negation (absence) in the water- 
atom, of earth, the non-perceptibility of which is disproved 
by the fact that it (7. e., earth) is apprehended jn other 
things (such as jars).* Nor can it be held (in conformity 
with the Nyaya tenets) that the atoms do not exist in that 
portion of space which lies within the sphere of the action 
of the sense-organs. As a matter of fact, again, it is not 
even necessary to add the above qualification to our general 
rule regarding the character of effective contact; (we have 
added it only in order to meet the case of the apprehension 
of the absence of sound; and) according to those who hold 
that the absence of sound is apprehensible by the senses. 
the contact that is effective is that in the shape of being 
related to the organ of hearing,—a contact which is of an 
altogether different kind, and is regarded as the seventh kind 
of contact (distinct from the six ordinary contacts): and thus 
in this case also the apprehension is not due to contact in the 
form of mere sambaddha-rishesanata—the mere fact of heing 
a qualification of something that is related. 





(200), Nor may you meet the above argument by asserting 
that—" the Impression itself constitutes the contacts of the previ- 
ously apprehended object and of the Self with the internal 
organ as connected with the Self; and hence it does not matter 
that the notion of that-ness should be beyond the reach of the 
sense-organ ; specially as we hold that the ‘ contact’ which 
consists in the connexion of the object and the apprehending 
sense-organ is not itself perceptible by the sense.” For, as 
in that case there would be no contact of the eye, or any other 
sense-organ, with the that-factor in Recognition, the Recognition 
could not be regarded as visual (depending on the eye: sengu- 
ous). The thzs-factor may be perceived by the eye, and the 





* The water-atom 1s in contact with the eye; the absence of earth js a 
vishegane of the water atom ; earth is perceptible elsewhere; the absence of 
earth thus is sambaddha-rishegana, and hence is perceived by the eye. We 
escape from this absurd conclusion by adding the qualification that the viahe- 
gana must be related to something which is perceptible by the organ con- 
cerned. The water-atom itself is not perceived by the eyo; hence its 
vishegana also cannot be perceived by that organ. 


that-factor by the internal organ; but whereby would the non- 
difference between the this and the that be apprehended? You 
thus are confronted by the difficulty pointed out on a previous 
occasion ‘para. 194). 

(201). The same reasoning also serves to refute the follow- 
ing view :—“ In all Recognition the impression (of the previously 
cognised that) is a mere auxiliary factor, serving the purpose 
of preventing an unduly extensive operation of the sense-organ ; 
and hence the that-factor which appears in Recognition is not 
in contact with the sense-organ ; just as in the case of errone- 
ous cognition (where the erroneously apprehended object, e, g., 
silver, 18 not in contact with the sense-organ, and yet appears, 
owing to the impression left by previously perceived silver), All 
that is meant by the sense-organ apprehending only such things 
as are in contact with it, is that the presence of the aid of 
some contact is necessary ; in the case in question this condition 
is satisfied by the contact of the this-factor: there is no need of 
the aid of contact of the sense-organ with all the factors of the 
object recognised (and hence there is no objection to the Recog- 
nition being regarded as visual or senstous),” This view, 
we say, is unacceptable. For on it, it would firatly be impossible 
to have any doubt such as (‘is this thing that, or not.’)® And, 
secondly, it would imply that the cognition’ I saw that thing’ 
would be of the nature of Direct Cognition (Anubhava), not of 
the nature of Remembrance ; for that cognition, proceeding as it 
does from the impression which is nothing else than the contact 
of the thing previously apprehended with the Self—such contact 
being mediated by the contact of the internal organ \on which 
the impression really is made) with the Self—wonld, on your 
view, proceed from the contact of the thing with the sense-organ 
(and hence would be, not Remembrance, but Direct Cognition, 
Anubhava). For the thing remembered would, on that view, 
not in any way differ from those cognitions etc., which are 
directly presented to consciousness by the contact, inhering in 
the Self, of the Self and the internal organ. 

(202). The above reasoning also enables us to dispose of the 
following two views regarding the nature of Recognition :—‘ What 

* For the full cause of recognition being present in the shape of the imprea-_ 
sion and the sense-contact, there could be no doubt. 
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is conceived in Recognition is the this as containing within jtself 
the absence of that mutual negation which has for its counter 
entity the that’; and ‘what is conceived in Recognition is the 
non-difference of the this and the that.’ For the absence of the 
mutual negation of the this and the that would be nothing else 
but the this and the that taken together; and this compound 
idea could not be apprehended by a single agency (viz., either 
impression, or the sense-organ), And ‘ non-difference of charac- 
ter between the two’ could mean nothing else but identity of 
the two, and hence could not be apprehended by any agency but 
that which apprehends that identity (and we have proved 
above that neither the impression by itself, nor the sense- 
organ by itself, can apprehend the identity of the. this.and the 
that), 

(203). Then again, if the cognition of a thing presented to 
consciousness by an impression were to be regarded as Direct 
Apprehension, why then should not Remembranee also be regari- 
ed as Direct Apprehension ? Tn answer to this our adversary 
might urge that what makes acognition Remembrance, is not the 
mere factof its being brought about by impressions, but the 
fact of its being brought about by such impressions as are not 
in touch with (not aided by) any cause or source of Direct 
Apprehension ; and that hence Recognition which requires the 
contact of the sense-organ with the thing recognised, must be 
regarded as Direct Apprehension; while Remembrance (which 
does not presuppose that contact) is not to be thus regarded. 

But this argument we easily meet by the following counter- 
argument :—Inasmuch as a cognition is a Direct Apprehension 
only, if brought about by a cause of direct apprehension which 
is not aided by impression, Recognition, which is brought about 
by such causes of direct cognition as are aided by impressions, 
must be classed as Remembrance, and not as Direct Apprehension, 

But, our opponent may continue to argue, in no other case 
(but what we know as Recognition) do we find Remembrance 
brought about by such causes of direct apprehension as are 
aided by impressions (and hence Recognition cannot be classed 
as Remembrance). This also we at once meet by the 
counter-argument:—In no case (but Reeognition) do we find 
Direct Apprehension brought about by sense-contact aided by 

Kh, 102. 





Cuarrer I.—Secrion (14). 261 


impressions (and hence Recognition cannot be regarded as Direct 
Apprehension). 

(204). The conclusion then is as follows :—Since there are 
no means of decisively proving the truth of either view (riz., 
‘that Recognition is of the character of Remembrance because it 
is due to impressions’; or ‘ that it is of the nature of Anubhara 
because it 1s due to sense-contact’) ; and since whichever of the 
two views you would accept (as this would be without sufficient 
reason), it would be always possible to put forward the other 
view (in contradiction to it),—Recognition, as being brought 
about by both sets of causal factors (1. ¢, those required for 
Direct Apprehension as well as those required for Remembrance) 
must be held to be Remembrance and Direct Apprehension. 

This takes away all ground for the hypothesis, that Direct 
Apprehension (Anubhava) constitutes a particular species of 
cognition altogether distinct from Remembrance. Nor can a 
distinction between these two alleged species of knowledge he 
established on the basis of their objects ; for this attempt we have 
already shown to be futile (para 188). In these cireumstances, 
if no idea of contradiction presents itself to you, although it has 
turned out that the same cognition is both ‘remembrance’ and 
‘direct apprehension’ with regard to the same object, there 
similarly is no reason for you to object to the conclusion that the 
cognition is, with regard to the object depending on it, both 
authoritative and non-authoritative cognition (pram@ and aprama). 

(205), [Page 175,] The above argumentation serves to show 
that the acceptance of ‘ Anubhava’ as a specific class or species 
of cognition, leads into contradictions (in so far as implying that 
* Recognition’ is both ‘ Anubhara’ and Remembrance, and both 
prama and aprama), aud hence refutes that view; and it also 
serves to set aside the argument that (if such a special class of 
cognition were not admitted) we should be in conflict with a 
universally acknowledged fact—viz., that on the ground of 
immediate consciousness we must admit that there is such a 
class-character as Direct Apprehension which excludes Remem- 
brance, but is present in all other cognition whether immediate 
(sensuous) or mediate (i. ¢. inferential and the like.) 

(206). [The opponent reiterates the position stated in the 
preceding paragraph.) Our only refuge, he says, lies in viewing 
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Reeognition as Anubhava or Direct Apprehension, purée and 
simple.” As a matter of fact we are conscious in all Recognition, 
of the character of Direct Apprehension only, not of that of 
Remembrance also; it is our actual conscious experience ales 
that justifies us in deciding that although Recognition is due to 
impressions, yet, inasmuch as it stands in further need of sense: 
contact, itis nothing else but Direct Apprehension, [If this were 
not so, we should not be conscious of Direct Apprehension in the 
act of Recognition. We thus oppose you on the ground that you 
are im conflict with an undoubted fact of conscious experience, 

(207). This, we again point out, is just what we deny. As 
amatter of fact we have, in Recognition, the presentations to 
consciousness of a this and of a that, the former of which falls 
within the sphere of Direct Apprehension, and the latter Within 
that of Itemembrance; and you hence are unable to prove that 
the entire mental process is to be relegated in a one-sided way 
to the sphere of Direct Apprehension alone. 

(208). [Page 177.] We thus arrive at the conclusion that, 
since in Recognition, Remembrance and Direct Apprehension 
are mixed up, it must be admitted that the word ‘ Anubhati! (in 
the definition of prama) does not really exclude anything. T 
 @ Bag above, para, 194. | 

T The Logician hod defined pram@ as tativa-anubhats ithe term onubhiti 
being meant to exclude all that ig not Direct Apprehension. But our author 
has now shown that the word does not exclude Recognition which, with Re- 
membrance, isnot regarded by the Logician as pramad 4. «, authoritative 
knowledge ; the conclusion from this being that the said definition is faulty, 

It may be noted here—as pointed out by the Shiikart—that the orthodox 
Logician dors not mean to exclude Recognition from ‘prama'; but the author 
has discussed the nature of Reengnition (which is only one form of Remem- 
brance) simply as leading up to his main contention that the definition cannot 
exclude any kind of Remembrance. 
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(C)[Nor may the Logician plead that the term anubhute, 
though not perhaps excluding Recognition, yet does serve to 
exclude other kinds of Remembrance. The case of ‘ shell- 
silver,’ ¢. g., which is supposed to be due to remembered silver, 
cannot be explained without reference to some sense-element ; 
here also, therefore, there is a mixture of Remembrance and 
anwhhaen., | 
(209). Nor may the Logician maintain that the word Anu- 
bhatt, though failing to exclude Recognition, at any rate, excludes 
other kinds of Remembrance. For, as we are going to show, he 
will have to admit that those other kinds also have the character 
of Anubhiti, Let us analyse a case of ordinary Remembrance, 
such as ‘the jar formerly was in this place.’ Here there 
appears in consciousness the jar as qualified by past time. 
Now it will be readily admitted that this its character of being 
connected with the past was not previously (to the act of remem- 
brance) apprehended directly, and cannot, therefore, be repro- 
duced before the mind through an impression. What on the 
former occasion was directly apprehended rather was the jar's 
connexion with the (then) present time. Hence, since we find 
that in Remembrance the causal agency for apprehending the 
character of the past is combined (with the impression which 
gives rise to Remembrance!, we niust conclude that Remem- 
brance, like Recognition, is of a mixed character, partaking of 
the nature of Remembrance and of Direct Apprehension as well.* 

(210). The objection stated is also applicable to the view 
we have already combated (para 205 ff.)—viz., that Impression 
aided by the agencies of Direct Apprehension tends to bring 
about Direct Apprehension (in the shape of Recognition). For 
if such were the case there would be no Remembrance at all; 
for there is no Remembrance where the idea of the past (in the 
form of that) is not present to consciousness, We thus find 
that there is nothing (either in the shape of Henne Httion or that 








* What, in ee eae, is reprodused before the eiley is only the jar itself 
which we saw formerly, and which left on impression on the mind; but not 
the Jar as connected with the past (for when we saw it, it was present and 
hence could not leave on the mind the impression of pest time), That element 
in Remembrance which presents the jar as connected with the past, therefore, 
cannot be Remembrance but must be Anubhilti—direct, primary cognitia: 
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Hemembrance) that can be excluded by the term ‘ anubhiiti ' 
in the definition under discussian, 

(211), [Page 178.] Some (i.e, the followers of Prabhakara) 
indeed maintain that there are cases of remembrance in which, 
owing to some defect of the cognizing agency, the that-element 
of Remembrance is obscured.* But this view is inadmissible; 
since there is nothing to prove that the cognition in question is 
of the nature of Remembrance. Against this it cannot be 
urged that since the causal conditions of Direct Apprehension 
are absent, nothing remains but to regard the cognition as 
Remembrance (all cognition being either Anubhava or Smeypati). 
For if we were to argue in this way it might be said that 
nothing remains but to class inferential cognition also and 
other kinds of cognition as Remembrance, for the reason that 
owing to the absence of contact between the sense-organ and 
the object the causal factors of Anubhava are not present. f 
It will perhaps be argued that it is on aceount of there being 
a total absence of the causes of all kinds of Direct Apprehension 
(that we are driven to regard the cognition in question as a 
Remembrance). But in reply to this we ask— How, my 
friend, haye you ascertained that the cause which fives rise to 
the idea of silver not comprising the notion of that (i.e., the idea 
of silver presenting itself not as connected with past time, wot as 
a remembered thing) is nothing else but the cause of Dhtrect 
Apprehension ? Should you reply that you have ascertained 
this on the ground that the causes of all the five kinds of right 
knowledge (which alone, according to the Philosophers, give 
rise to right cognition) are absent :—we further ask—why then 
do you not also conclude that nothing remains but to regard the 
* So thatin such cases there would be remembrance without conscious 
reference ti past time. The Pribhtkaras in this Way account for erroneous 
cognition or misconception; we mistake the shell for silver because at the 
time when we perceive the shell, previously perceived silver presents itself to 
our mind without our being at the time conacious of the previous experience. 
7 It must be noted that the Opponent would hardly admit this argument. 
Inferential cognition does not, according to the: Naiyiyikn, cease to be frie 
bhava for the reason that it is nbt brought about by the causes of sensuous 
perception (contact of the sense-Organ with the rbject ete.). It evidently is 
this scvount that the commentator (Shadkara) calls the argumentation of the 
text ‘ giid : + £4, unintelligible, 
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fifth kind ofright knowledge (viz, Arth@patti, knowledge founded 
on presumption) as Remembrance, for the reason that it is not 
brought about by the causes of the four kinds of right cognition 
(which alone according to:your views, constitute right cognition)? 
And where, we further ask, have you met with a case in which 
cognition arising in the absence of the causes of the five kinds 
of right cognition is regarded by all parties as ‘emembrance '? 
Keep in mind that above already we have thrown out the 
suggestion that the cognition ‘there was a jar in this place’ 
is of the nature of Direct Apprehension. [oe that you have no 
corroborating instances 10 prove your general proposition]. 
(212). The Opponent here will perhaps argue as follows :— 
‘In the ease under discussion (viz, of the shell being regarded 
as silver) we regard the impression of silver as the only 
cause of the cognition and do not assume any other causal 
agency, for the reason that there is no possibiliy of the operation 
of those causal agencies which bring about sensuous and other 
kinds of cognition,~ and that as silver had been previously 
perceived, there is every possibility of the impression of silver 
bemg present. The case of inferential cognition and the reat 
is different. Here also we have cognition arising in the absence 
of the causes of sensuous perception, but as the object of those 
cognitions is something not directly experienced before, they 
cannot be held to originate from impressions, and we hence 
postulate for them special catisal agencies, such as the so-called 
litga (probans, middle term) on which Inference rests. We 
then may very well define Remembrance, viz., as either being 
that which is produced by impressions unaided by any other 
means of knowledge, or as being a special class of cognition 
which is characterized by the mentioned feature, This is not 
80, we reply. For, we ask—what is your reason for not regarding 
the sense-organ itself as the cause of the cognition in 
question and, instead, trying to establish the origination of the 
cognition in question, from an impression ? You may reply 
that you do this for the reason that the cognition cannot be 
* When the ahell is mistaken for silver, the cause of sensuous perception of 
silver (vis. contact of the organ of sight with real silver) ia absent: sitnilarly 
there is absence of the causes that would move us to infer the presence of 
silver, and so on. 
Ah, 107, 
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produced by the sense-organ because at the time there is no 
contact between the sense-organ and the object (falsely cognized), 
and because the assumption of the organ bringing about the 
cognition even in the absence of such contact would involve 
an undue extension of the organ's operation. But this we 
meet by the counter-argument that your assumption of Impres- 
sion by itself bringing about the cognition would imply an 
undue extension of the operation of Impressions,* ‘To 
avoid this undue extension you perhaps will say that the 
cognition 16 brought about by the Impression as aided by the 
preception of similar properties (common to the Shell pereerved 
and the Silver remembered}, But against this we might 
maintain with equal force that there would be no undue exten- 
sion of the operation of the sense-organ if we held that the 
cognition is brought about by the sense-organ as aided by the 
same perception. Aguinst this you might argue that ‘on 
this view there might be remembrance of things never cognised 
before '! But, we point out, a similar objection would 
lie to your view also. For according to that it would be possible 
for a man who has the impression of silver to remember it when 
he merely perceives the object (the shell) which possesses. the 
property common (to silver and the shell viz, glitter), even though 
he does not cognise it as possessing that property; and the 
answer by which you would meet this objection would be equally 
available for ns also, + It might be argued that—‘in that 
case (i.¢., if the Remembrance of the silver were sensuous) it 
would be possible for the man to have the sensuous cognition of 
the silver possessing the common property, even though there 
were no impression left on his mind of the previous perception 


Se 


*Tf mere impressions could produce co ‘itions, anything previously ex- 
pericnced might suggest itself to the mind at any moment, irrespective of 
certain associative conditions such as similarity and the like. 

t The Logician meets this contingency hy pointing out that when the man 
sees the shel/, even though the impression of silver may be present in his 
he cannot have the notion of gilcer in the shell, because this notion is not 
possible without the man perceiving the Presence in the shell of the glitter 
common to shell and silver, The author says that a similar answer is 
available for the Ved%ntin also: The non-remembrance of the silver is dus, not 
to the absanea of tha impression of sileer, but w the absence of the pareeption 
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of it as possessing that property (and this is mot possible).’ 
But on your view it would alao be possible for the same man 
(who has no impression of the silver as possessing that common 
property) to have the remembrance of silver, if he happens to 
have the impression of the silver itself (apart from that property). 
[And this would be equally absurd. | 

(213), Thus then, as regards your view also, the undue 
extension (of the charactor of‘ Remembrance") can be avoided 
only by admitting as a necessary factor for Remembrance, the 
absence of certain obstacles to the action of impression, such as 
length of time and the like. And that same recognition of the 
thing (the shell) as similar to the previously perceived thing 
(‘the silver) which according to you is the auxiliary factor finally 
awakening the impression, will also serve the purpose (on our 
view) of avoiding the ‘undue extension’ of the sense-organ. 
And as for the argument that ‘the recognition of a similar thing 
is always preceded by the remembrance of the thing that has to 
be remembered ' (i, ¢., the silver),—we reply that this condition 
holds equally good on both views. * 

\214), * But’, the Logician retorts,’ in spite of all this, the 
fact remains that nowhere else do we meet with a cognition that 
is brought about by a sense-organ without the contact of the 
organ with the object (and such contact is not present in the 
case of Remembrance). But this objection is invalid ; since 
we assume such wnaided operation of the sense-organ in special 
cases only, such as that of Misconception.t Or else, we may 
regard the influence of that defect to which the misconception is 
due, as constituting the ‘contact’ (required for sensuous cog- 
nition). And further, as regards Impressions also, we no- 
where else (i.¢, im no case other than Remembrance) find any 
cognition that is brought about by impressions without the aid of 

some other means of knowledge; and on what basis then do you 

* According to you the impression aided by such a recognition constitutes 
the cause of Remembrance ; according to us the couse is the sense-organ aided 
by such recognition ; and thus Remembrance being sense-produced shows itself 
to be the same as Direct Apprehension. 

T We bold that the sense-organ, without actual contact with the object, 
brings about the Remembrance of erroneously imagined silver; not that all 
senavous cognition is brought about im that way. 
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assume such unaided efficiency of them (in the case of Remem- 
brance) ? If against thisthe Opponent should urge that, 
“in the case of Recognition it is the impression, and not the 
sense-organ, that is aided by the perception of similarity and the 
like (and that hence in other cases—Remembranee ¢. g.— we 
may assume Impressions to be aided)’ ;—we point out that both 
impression and the sense-organ are the cause of Recognition, 
and hence the aid of the perception of similarity ete. may 
belong to both equally. 

(215), * But,’ our opponent retorts, ‘if in the case of the 
false surmisal of silver you regard the sense-organ as aided by 
the perception of similarity ete., you will have to regard it as 
aided by the impression also ; just as in the ease of Recognition 
(where the sehse-organ is aided by the impression ; and so the 
Misconception being brought about by the aid of impressions may 
be regarded as ‘ Remembrance’),' By no means, we reply. 
If Misconception were of the nature of Remembrance, the 
notion of ‘that’ would enter into it just as it enters into Remem- 
brance (while as a matter of fact this is not the case). And if 
you should attempt to prove the Presence of the that-idea in 
Misconception on the ground of its being aided by the perception 
of similarity etc..—this inferential reasoning would be vitiated 
by a qualifyng condition (upadhi),—viz, the character of being 
brought about by impressions,® Nor may yon argue as 
follows :—' It is due to the fact of Recognition being aided by 
the perception of similarity that the that-idea enters into it, and 
hence as regards Misconception we can reject the operation of 
the perception of similarity, but not that of Impression."t| For 
as 4 matter of fact, whenever there is no perception of similarity 
ba The reasoning would be as follows ‘—'Misconception implies the fhat- 
idea because it is aided by the Perception of Similarity’, But the character of 
being brought about by impressions, while being present everywhere where 
there is the that-idea, is not necessarily present in all casea where there ia 
perception of similarity. Tho rensoning, therefore, involves the Fallacy af 
Accident. 

1 The sense of the argument is—it is true that the that-idea, is not present 
in Misconception. But what is always concomitant with that idea, is the oper- 
ation of the perception of similarity ete. We, therefore, in the case of Miscon- 
ception, oan deny the presence of this operation; but we have no grounds for 
denying the operation of Impression, 
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[Nor can the solution of the difficulty be found in the so- 
called anyatha-khyalt theory, according to which the object 
of the erroneous cognition, let us say of silver, is other silver 
i,e., real silver, observed at some other time and place, the 
remembrance of which, due to the glitter of the shell, imparts 
to the shell before us the character of silver, For of this 
latter process no intelligible account can be given.) 


[Page 33], Another opponent here comes forward. I agree, 
he says, that the akhyatt theory is not able to account for Error. 
And instead of it I propose the theory of anyathi-kiajaitt 1. e., 
‘cognition otherwise’, According to this theory the organ of 
sight suffering from some defect (which obstructs clear 
non-erroneous perception), on coming into contact with the 
shell, apprehends silver which (does not exist where the shell 
now is, but) exists nt some other place or time—as constituting 
the self of the shell. Nor must you object that on this view 
of the process anything not actually perceived at the time 
might be apprehended by the defective organ (7. e., that the 
shell might be mistaken not only forsilver but for any other 
thing also); for similarity (between the shell and the silver, 
which both are glittering things), or some other circumstance 
of the kind, restricts end determines the actual apprehension. 

But this theory also we Vedantins declare to be unsound. 
For to what does the otherivise-ness you maintain, actually belong ? 
—to the cognitional energy ?—or to its result (@. e., the state of 
conselousness resulting from the cognitional energy)? or to the 
thing ? The first alternative is impossible; for the state of 
things, on that assumption, would have to be expressed as 
follows :—* A cognition which has the form of silver has the shell 
for its basis,’ Now the shell's being the basis of the cognition 
eould mean only either that the shell imparts its own form to 
the cognition, or that the shell isthe object of such practical 
thought, speech and action (ryavah@ra), as are caused by the 
cognition. The former alternative is not possible since the 
shell cannot impart itsown form to a cognition engrossed by 
the form of silver, And the second alternative is likewise 
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inadmissible ; for from it it would follow that swords, spears and 
darts—which are the objects of energies, cognitional oy 
Practical, that are caused by the sight of a tiger or similar wild 
beast—are the basis of tlie cognition of the tiger or other wild 
beast. Nor in the second place, can the otheriviae-negg 
belong to the result of the cognition ; for the result i. e., the 
presentation to consciousness does nit essentially differ, whether 
the case be one of error or one of true cognition. In the 
third place, in what sense could you speak of the thing as being 
otherwise? Do you mean that the shell identifies itself with 
the silver ?—or that it transforms itself into the form or shape of 
silver ? 

On the former alternative, do you view the shell and the 
silver as absolutely distinct and different ? or a8 standing to 
each other in the bhedabheda relation i, e, as being different 
and non-different at the same time ? Yon cannot hold the 
former view, since things absolutely different cannot identify 
themselves in any real way: and the ‘inexplicability’ of the 
Vedantins (which alone could meet such cases) is not acknow- 
ledged by you. If, on the other hand, the identity intended by 
you is of the nature of the roid (i. é., @ hon-entity), we point 
out that also the relation which exists between a quality and 
its substrate is identity in that sense, and that hence such 
relation also would have ta be considered erroneous, For the 
samavaya relation which js acknowledged by one philosophical 
system only (viz., the Nyfya system, which teaches that a 
substance is connected with its qualities by the relation termed 
samardya) in no way differs from the relation of identity 
(tidatmya). On the view, on the other hand, of the shell. and 
the silver being different as well as non-different, it would 
have to be held that also judgments soch as ' the cow is short- 
horned’ (where admittedly we have a case of such combined 
difference and non-difference) are erroneous (which of course they 
are not). 

As to the second alternative,—viz.. the thing undergoing a 
ansformation (which is the object of cognition),—this would 
ean that there would be no su hsequent sublation of the error by 
the judgment (‘ this thing is not silver but a shell’): the proper 
reasoning in that case rather would be ' the cognition of gilver 
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is not liable to sublation ; for it is the (valid) cognition of a real 
change, just like the cognition of curds—which are a changed 
form of milk, Like the milk, the shell would, subsequently 
to the change, not be perceived again.’ But, the Natyayika 
retorts, we actually observe that on the departure of the sun- 
light which had caused the lotus bud to unfold, the bud closes 
again; analogously we may suppose that the shell may agai 
become a shell as soon as the special defeet which had caused 
it to change into silver is removed. The two cases, we reply, 
are not analogous. Weare conscious of the expanded flower 
having been a bud ; we are not conscious of the silver presenting 
itself to us having been a shell, And even, ifsomehow we had 
that consciousness, the theory of change could not rationally be 
maintained. For if the shell actually transformed itself, for the 
time, into silver, the silver would be perceived by those also 
who do not suffer from any defect. Wedo not observe that the 
same milk appears to one person to have turned into curds, 
and to another person to have remained milk, The anyatha- 
khyati theory thus shows itself incapable of being stated in any 
rational form. 





AV. 


[Equally unprofitable is the Gtma-khyati theory of the Baud- 
dhas, according to which the silver seen in the shell is a mere 
idea which, like other ideas, in due time emerges from one 
of those individual ‘streams of ideas’ which constitute all 
reality, For generally the Bauddha fails to show how present- 
ative cognitions can arise from mere ‘ streams of ideas." 


[Page 34.) Let us then accept the theory of atmakhyati 
(conselouaness or cognition of the self). The silver in question, 
it is argued, is of the nature of an idea; since it is something 
immediately presented to the mind, without any contact of 
the sense-organ with the object, as ideas generally are. But, 
the Vedantin objects, according to the view of the Bauddhas 
(who are the supporters of the @tma-khyati view) mind 
(chitta) and mental things (chaitta) originate in dependence 
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on causes of four different kinds. Now the silver in question 
cannot, in the first place, originate from the cause called sahakari- 
pratyaya t, ¢., co-operating cause, which, in the given case, would 
be light ; for light is the cause of the distinctness of the percep- 
tion only, Nor can it, in the second place, origmate from the 
so-called adhipatipratyaya i.e., ruling or delining cause—which 
in the present case is constituted by the eye; for that cause 
operates only in so far as to define the object (as a visual one, in the 
given case). Nor, in the third place, can the silver originate from 
the samanantarapratyaya, or immediate cause i.¢., the imme- 
diately preceding cognition ; for we observe that the erroneous 
cognition of silver may arise immediately after a cognition of an 
entirely different kind, as e. g., that of ajar. Nor, in the fourth 
place, can it originate from the so-called @lambana cause ¢. é., the 
external thing ; for the Vijiiana-vadin (i.e, the adherent of the 
theory that ideas only exist, not external things) does not admit 
the existence of external things, As thus none of your four 
causes are applicable in the given case, how do you, Bauddhas, 





account for the cognition of silver ? On the basis of a mental 
impression, the Bauddha replies. But, if impressions are 


lasting, this contradicts one of your own fundamental tenets, viz, 
the merely momentary existence of all things. And even if you 
admit the momentariness of the impression, it is an object of 
cognition, and this implies an abandonnent of your main theory, 
viz., that there are cognitions (ideas) only. § Notso, the Bauddha 
replies. By the impression (samskira) from which the idea of 
silver originates, we understand a previous idea of silver which 
at some time or other, had arisen in the beginningless series 
of cognitions ; such an impression produces, at some time, an 
idea of the same kind as itself, although many ideas of a different 
kind may intervene between the impression and the idea. The 
case is analogous to that of a grain of wheat which in the end 
gives rise to another grain of the same kind, although the sprout 
and several other effects of a different kind intervene between 
the first and the second grain. Should you urge that according 
to our view of the matter what gives rise to the ultimate grain 
is not the original grain but the intervening series constituted 
by the sprout ete., we have no objection: we are ready to define 
the ‘impression,’ as the ‘series of ideas which were produced by 
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the previous idea of silver.’ This previous idea again was in its 
turn produced by a yet earlier idea, What really exists, there- 
fore, is only an idea having the form or character of silver which 
is the result of a beginningless series of impressions, And 
owing to error (Lhrintt) this idea appears to consciousness as 
something external. 

Against this Bauddha theory we Vedantins argue as follows: — 
Is that silver (which appears in the shell), on account of its 
extraordinary nature, devoid of origination ?—or does it originate 
as ordinary silver does? On the former view it would not be 
of the nature of a rising cognition (which it actually is). 
On the second view it must originate either from a cognition 
or a thing. The latter alternative is excluded, since you 
Bauddhas do not admit the existence of external things On 
the former alternative it cannot be pure (vishuddha) cognition 
that originates the idea of silver; for pure cognition constitutes 
final release, If on the other hand what originates the 
silver is a cognition ‘not pure but) itself due to a vitiated 
cause, Is it that same originating cognition which apprehends 
the silver ?—or is it a cognition other than that? The former 
alternative is not possible ; forsince the originating and the origi- 
nated cognition are both ‘momentary’ and hence occupy different 
moments of time, the consciousness of immediately presented 
silver would thus not come about at all. If, in the second place, 
it is another cognition that apprehends the silver, it cannot be 
a cognition produced by a non-vitiated cause; for this would be 
too wide an assumption (inasmuch as there would be no reason 
why such a cognition should specially apprehend silver). If, on 
the other hand, the cognition (which apprehends the silver) is 
produced by a vitiated cause, that cause either is silver or 
it is not silver. In the former case you ascribe to silver causal 
eficiency ; and this means that the cause is (has being): you 
thus acknowledge the silver as a real external thing. If the 
cause is not silver, silver cannot be the object of the cog- 
nition; for you admit yourself that the object is the cause 
which imparts its form to the cognition. It thus is evident 
that on the atmakhyati view the cognition of silver could not 
come about at all. 
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[We are thus led back to the Vedanta theory which explains 
cognitions such as that of shell-silver as belonging to a special 
class of * erroneous cognition ' due to a special cause, viz., Maya 
or one of the particular forms of Mays, In this way only we 
can account for the presentative character of those cognitions, 
and for their being put an end to by the cognition of truth,) 





But, a final objection is raised against the Vedantin, you also 
must after all accept either the akhyati view, if, namely, the 
cognition of the shell-silyer is of the nature of Remembrance ; 
or either the anyatha-khyati or the Gimakhyaits view, if that 
cognition is of the nature of Direct Apprehension (anubhava), 
And as no third kind of cognition is possible, the cognition of 
the silver must be either Remembrance or Direct Apprehension. 

Not 50, we reply. What, we ask, should be the cause of this 
alleged impossibility of a third kind of cognition? Is it that 
for such cognition no special causal apparatus can be assigned ?— 
or no special character ?—or no special object? The first alter- 
native cannot be admitted ; since the contact af the sense-organ 
with the object, together with a certain mental impression and 
certain defects, does supply the required causal apparatus. Nor 
must it be said that those defects, being of a merely obstructive 
nature, may indeed cause the non-origination of the ordinary 
effects, but not the origination of altogether new effects (such as 
the alleged shell-silver), For ‘ non-origination ' really is nothing 
else but so-called previous non-existence, which is something 
beginninglesss (existing from all eternity), and hence cannot be 
_ the result. of special defects. Moreover, to quote an analogous 
instance, we do observe that certain bodily defects such as excesa 
of wind and bile do produce altogether extraordinary effects. 
Nor must it be said that the operation of such defects 
exhausts itself in resuscitating the mental impression: for such 
resuscitation ig a merely intermediary effect of the defects. What 
the axe directly effects is indeed no more than the movements of 
rising and falling ; but it cannot be said that on that account it is 
not, likewise, the cause of the action of cutting the wood. 

But, considering that the contact of the sense-organ with the 
object exhausts itself in giving rise to the mere idea of the this,— 
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and that although the mental impression (of previously perceived 
silver) is capable of giving rise to remembrance, you do not in 
the present case admit the rise of remembranee—and that 
the defects cannot by themselves causa cognition,—how do you 
Vedaintins account for the actual presentation to consciousness 
of silver ? As follows, we reply. In the first place the 
sense-organ, which (when there arises what is ordinarily called 
‘erroneous cognition ') must be held to be impaired by a certain 
defect, gives rise (on coming into contact with the shell) to a 
certain modification (er function, vritt?) of the internal organ 
which has for its object this-ness only.* Next cousciousness: 
manifests or reveals itself with regard to the this-nese and the 
modification of the internal organ which apprehends it. At the 
same time that (part of general) Nescience which has for its 
substrate (or locus) consciousness as manifested or determined 
in the manner described, is thrown into a state of agitation, 
owing to the influence of the defeet (which, in all cases of so- 
called error is present). (Anda further distinction hae here to 
be noted), On being agitated, that Nescience which has for its 
abode Consciousness defined by the this-element, owing to the 
assistance (co-operation) which it receives from the impression 
left behind by previously perceived silver—which impression on 
the present occasion is resuscitated by similarity (between silver 
and the glittering shell)—illusorily manifests itself (vivarttate) in 
the form of silver. That Nescience on the other hand which 
has for its substrate consciousness as defined by the opitti 
(function) of the internal organ, being co-operated with by the 
impression left behind by the original vritti by which silver 
was apprehended, illusorily modifies itself into the form of that 
oritti, Finally those two illusory modifications (or projections),— 
vr¢., that of silver and that of the critti—are irradiated by wit- 
nessing consciousness which constitutes their substrate, and thus 
there arises the cognition of silver. ‘There indeed really are 
two cognitions, viz., the eritti of the internal organ and the vpitti 
of Nescience; but the object of the two becomes one in so far 
as the real and the unreal element (7.2, the this and the silver) 

1.4, the internal organ which, apart from consciousness, belongs to the 
sphere of the non-intelligent, material, modifies itself so 5 to ossume the form 
of a this, 
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mutually identify themselves; and as hence the result deter- 
mined by the object (ie, the cognition) also becomes one, one- 
ness of cognition may be allowed in a figurative sense. 

Nor again is there any force in the second and third of the 
objections (above raised, text p. 35, 1. 8-9): for we are fully able 
to give a satisfactory definition of false cognition anda false 
object. Although, no doubt, the contact of the sense-organ 
with the object and the mental impression left behind by 
previous apprehension) are capable of giving rise, independently 
of each other, to true direct cognition on the one and to remem- 
brance on the other hand, yet the mere origination, in immediate 
succession, of direct true cognition and of remembrance would 
not result in activity (such as ¢. g., effort. to take possession of 
the presumed silver); and we, therefore, must assume one false 
cognition which results from present sense-contact and mental 
impression combined. The assumption is analogous to one 
made by yourself (the Logician) The cognitions produced 
by the several letters of a word pronounced in immediate suc- 
cession are not simultaneous and hence cannot give rise to 
the cognition of the sense of the word : yet the latter cognition 
asa matter of fact arises ; and hence to account for it, you assume 
one cognition of the last letter combined with the impressions 
left behind by all the preceding letters of the word. 

[Page 36.] But, an objection is raised, the cognition under 
discussion (false cognition) is not one, for the reason that it is the 
effect of several causes—just as the cognitions of colour and taste 
are, This argumentation, we reply, is refuted by the cases 
of inferential cognition and of Reeognition; for in the case of 
both of these there is acknowledged to be one authoritative 
cognition only which contains within itself an element of re- 
membrance; while the cause of the cognition is in the case of 
Inference the mental impression of the Vyapti (¢. ¢., the invari- 
able concomitance of middle and major terms), and the actual 
perception of the middle term; and, in the case of Recognition, 
the contact of the sense-organ with a present object and a mental 
impression. Nor may it be said that the cause of the inferential 
cognition is the remembrance of the Vyapti and the perception 
of the middle term; not the impression. For two cognitions 
(of which the remembrance would be one) cannot take place 
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simultaneously. And although the same objection would not lie 
against Remembrance being accepted as a cause of Recognition 
(in which case the full cause would be contact of the sense-organ 
with the object, plus remembrance), yet in any case the resuscita- 
tion of the impression would have to be admitted as the cause 
of remembrance; and as such resuscitation suffices to account 
for Recognition, Remembrance—which does not occur by itself 
(apart from the revival of the impression) and the introduction 
of which only complicates the case—need not be assumed as a 
cause. “ But,” it is objected, “ we may reason as follows :—- 
‘ the cognition of silver is not due to several independent causes ; 
for it is a (simple) cognition like the cognition of a jar.’ ” 
This, we reply has no force; for we can easily oppose to it a 
counter-argument, viz., ‘ the cognition of silver is due to the men- 
tioned causes, because it is different in nature from simple cogni- 
tion and valid remembrance ; just as recognition is,’ Nor will 
this entitle you to argue in the following way :—‘ the cognition of 
silver is a valid cognition: because it is due to a cause which is 
co-operated with by an impression; just as inferential cognition 
is. For there is a special condition for all valid cognition, riz., 
that it should be direct cognition (anubhava) not due to a defect 
(a condition pot present in your probans or middle term), ‘But’, 
it is objected, * it is contrary to reason to maintain the non-reality 
of silver which is cognized as real, specially when no incongruity 
is found in the cognition.’ Not so, we reply ; what we main- 
tain is the connexion of the real existence of the shell with the 
(Imaginary) silver ;—similar to the connexion between the silver 
and the notion of * this.’ ‘Well then, uf that connexion is 
perceived as yeally existing, it is irrational to maintain its 
unreality.' Let us then say that there is existence (or being) 
of three different kinds—real (pairam@rthika) existence which 
belongs to Brahman ; empirical (or conventional ; ryavahtrika) 
existence which is conditioned by Maya, and belongs to ether 
éte., (1, e, to the so-called real things of ordinary normal experi- 
ence); and apparent (pratibhisika) existence which is conditioned 
by Nescience and belongs to shell-silver and the like.“ That the 
* Though in what follows Miya and Avidyi (Nescience) are proved to be 





one and the same, bichgin share is some difference between the two recognised 
in ordinary speech. This difference is pointed out later on (page 11 of this 
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latter two kinds of existence which are not real in the trne sense 
(param@rthika) should be called ‘unreal’ or ‘false,’ is in no way 
irrational. Nor is the hypothesis of such falseness devoid of proof ; 
for the subsequent judgment ‘silver falsely appeared to me’ 
expresses the recognition of the unreality of the silver and its 
cognition. It hence appears that onr theory is not. like other 
theories, open iv the charge of contradicting facts of consciousness 
and of involving baseless assumptions, The akhyati theory 
on the other hand is irrational, because it declares something 
immediately presented to conaciousness to be something 
remembered ; and it involves several baseless assumptions ; 
—viz., that of the cognition of silver being not immediate 
but remembrance, and that of the obscuration of the cons- 
clousness of remembrance. Similar objections lie against the 
other theories also, The general conclusion, therefore, is that 
uur theory (of Errar) according to which the silver is the 
product of Miya, is the only one that can be accepted, 
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[The objection that what is put an end to by knowledge 
can he the product of Avidya only, and not of Maya, has no 
force since Maya and Avidya are fundamentally ong.] 


[Page 37]. But, an objection is raised, as you hold the 
silver to be put an end to by cognition of the truth, it must be 
the produet of Nescience, not of Maya. Nor can it be said that 
Nescience is nothing else but Maya; for the definitions of the 
two as well as their ordinarily received meanings show them 
to be different. Maya is something which does not bewilder 
the mind in which it abides and js governed by the will of the 
agent; while Nescience is of a contrary nature. For in every- 
day speech the term ‘ Maya’ only is applied to things such as 
elephants, horses, chariots, ete., if produced by extraordinary 
(magical) power; not the term ‘ Nescience.’ 

To this we reply as follows :—The definition—' that which, 
while itself of an inexplicable nature, is the cause of the obstrue- 
tion of the presentation to consciousness of truth, and of the 
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presentation of error'—is valid for Maya and Avidya alike. Nor 
must it be said that the term ‘ Maya" properly denotes real 
things, such as mantras (formulas of incantation and the like), 
drugs and the like (through which so ealled ‘magical’ effects 
are produced). To such things the term ‘ Miya’ is, as a matter 
of fact, not applied; the spectators call ' Maya’ the magical illu- 
sion only which they actually see, not unseen things such as 
mantras. The presence and absence of mantras constitute ins- 
trumental causes only; just like some morbid affection of the 
eye {which acts as the instrumental cause of the perception of 
shell-silver and the like), Inexplicable magical things (indrajala) 
—which we call * Maya'—cannot have for their material cause 
real things such as mantras and drugs. We, therefore, must 
assume for them some inexplicable material cause which is 
without a beginning; for if it had a beginning, some further 
cause would have to be postulated, and soon in infinitum, And 
that this cause also should be called ‘Maya’ is justified by the 
non-ilifference of the material cause from its effects, Now this 
same Maya which we have to postulate as the material cause of 
magical things, may also be assumed to constitute the cause of 
all adhydsa—of silver and the like; and hence there is no need 
of a separate Avidya. That Maya is the universal cause, Scrip- 
ture, moreover, confirms; ‘ Know Maya to be Prakriti."* Tt thus 
appears the simpler hypothesis to take Maya and spied ag 
one. Nor is it an established truth that Maya possess 

bewildering power with regard to its substrate; Visnu iz in » his 
avatara as Rama, was deluded by the Maya abiding within him- 
self. ‘Nor again does Avidya, on its part, necessarily delude 
the mind in which it abides. For we know that e, g., with 
regard to trees on the banks of a sheet of water which are 
“superimposed ' (* illusorily projected ’, adiyasta) on the surface 
of the water with their tops downwards, the beholder is not be- 
wildered, but knows the tops (really) to be above. Should you 
object to this that the absence of delusion in this case is due to 
the discriminative knowledge produced by the sight of the trees 
on the bank, while Avidya in itself has a delusive quality ;— 
we reply that the Magician also is not himself deluded (by the 
magical shows he produces), since he possesses true insight 

° Shvets. Ups. IV.10. 
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ntagonistic to such delusion ; that on the other hand, the magic 
show (Maya) in itself is delusive, since we observe that all who 
behold it are deluded thereby. When however the spectators 
possess the antagonistic insight they also are not deluded ; it, 
therefore, is not the circumstance of not being the abode of 
Maya which determines its delusive power. Nor again is it 
a fact that Maya is governed by the will of the agent. For the 
Magician is free only with regard to the instrumental causes he 
employs, such as mantras, drugs and the like, And this kind 
of dependence on the will of the agent is observed to occur in 
the case of Avidya also; for by pressing the eyeball with a 
finger we can at will produce the appearance of a double moon. 
And if it be said that the agent has no power over Avidya itself 
(but only over certain conditions of it), we point out that such 
is the case of Maya also. The scriptural use of terms also proves 
the two not to be different. In the passage ‘and in the end there 
is the cessation of all Maya,'* the word ‘ Maya’ denotes Avidya 
which is put an end to by perfect knowledge, And the Smyiti 
passage—‘He on whose entrance the Yogin passes beyond the 
Avidya stretched out in the heart—the Maya—, to him who trans- 
cends all knowledge, whose self is knowledge, be reverence !'— 
directly states Maya and Avidya to be one. The distinction 
made in ordinary speech is justified by the principle that different 
terms may be applied to one and the same thing according to 
the point of view taken: Wespeak of ‘ Maya’ when we have in 
view its power of producing extraordinary effects and its being 
subject to the will of the agent ; of ‘ Avidyd,' on the other hand, 
we speak when having in mind its obscuring power and its 
independence, We have thus finally established the theory that 
the shell-silver is the product of Maya. 





AVI. 


(The Nescience and its effects to which the illusion of shell. 
silver and the like is due, is destroyed by sublative (or 
destructive) cognition (badha); of which a fully satisfactory 


account may be given.] 
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(Page 38]. ‘ But why all this trouble to prove that the silver 
is the product of Maya? Why not rather admit that the silver 
is just as what it presents itself to consciousness, i, €., a real 
thing ?” If it were real, we reply, it would be perceived by 
those also who do not suffer from any imperfection ; just as jars 
and similar objects are perceived by all men alike. If defects 
had causal efficiency with regard to the apprehension of real 
things also, nothing whatever would present itself to those free 
from defects: while on the Maya theory it is the defects which 
account for the limitation of the appearance of silver. It can- 
not be argued that the silver is apprehended by all, for the 
reason that it belongs to the this aspect of the shell; just as the 
white colour of the cloth is perceived by all. For the condition 
for the validity of this argumentation would be that the silver 
should belong to the mere this-aspect of the shell. The Maya- 
silver, however, surper-imposes itself upon consciousness as 
determined by the fhis-aspect of the shell and manifested by a 
cognition that is due to a defect: this ts the reason whiy it is not 
perceived by those who are free from defects. For the cognition 
of one person is not perceived by other persons. Against this 
the advocate of the reality of the silver will perhaps plead that 
the thing seen in some way determines and limits the perception 
of silver (owing to which it is perceived by some men only), 
But how then, we ask, will he get over the subsequent sublative 
cognition that expresses itself in the form ‘this ts not silver’, 
and implies the absolute non-existence of silver in the substrate 
in which it had been cognized ? On the theory of the silver’s 
unreality, on the other hand, that sublative cognition is just 
what we expect; for the Unreal (mithy@) is defined as that 
which is the counter-entity to absolute non-existence (1. ¢., as that 
which is absolutely non-existent) in the substrate in which it is 
(erroneously) cognised, That this negation does not pertain to the 
unreal silver we have proved above (p. 70), on the basis of 
the Recognition that one has in the case, in the form— this 
falsely appeared as silver.’ On the anyathakhyate theory, on the 
other hand, and on the atmakhyati theory, the subsequent reflec- 
tion shonld be, not ‘this falsely appeared tome as silver, bat 
‘this is not silver, but that is,’ or ‘this is (nota thing, but) a 
mere idea.’ Hence for the reason that the silver is not perceived 
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by people who are free from defects, and on account of the 
subsequent sublation and reflection, we must hold to the view 
that the silver is unreal, not real. 

“But what really is that so-called sublation (or refutation, 
badha), on the strength of which you determine the silver to be 
unreal? Is it (1) the cessation of activity, with regard to a 
certain thing on the part of a person desirous of another thing ? 
or (2) the destruction of the person’s capability of such action ? 
or (5) the discrimination of what was previously cognized as 
non-(liseriminated ? or (4) the cognition of the mutual difference 
of things first cognized as identical ?, or (5) the destruction of 
erroneous cognition ?, or (6), the destruction of the object of such 
cognition ? or (7) the destruction of defects and the like ? The 
first alternative is inadmissible : for it would imply that there 
is no sublation in the case of him who, free from all desire, does 
not act at all.* “ Let then the definition be narrowed as fol- 
lows :~ ‘Sublation’is the cessation of activity preceded by de- 
sire !*" Form this, we reply, it would follow that ‘ sublation’ 
takes place in the case of aman who having seen at a distance (the 
appearance of) water due to a Fata Morgana has set out towards 
it but stops halfway because he finds robbers or a snake or 
some other dangerous thing in his way. But, as a matter of 
fact, sublative cognition does not arise in that roan's mind, since 
the idea of water remains for him unrefuted. The second 
alternative also is inadmissible; for since at some subsequent 
time the error and the action due to it may again occur with 
regard to the very same shell even, the man’s capability of such 
action is not destroyed. As to the third alternative, we ask 
whether the difference (which is apprehended on discrimination) 
is an attribute of the things, and as such is apprehended after 
the things have been apprehended ; or constitutes the essential 
nature of things, and as such is apprehended in and with 
them. On the former view all cognition of difference would be 
sublative of the cognition of things; since the latter would have 
for its object that which is non-discriminated. On the latter 
view there never would be non-discrimination of things once 
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* Le, the definition would not apply to the case of the man who while 
mistaking the shell for silver, does not actively exert himself to take possession 
of the silver. 
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apprehended. The fourth alternative would imply—whether 
we hold the view of absolute difference or the bheditbheda- 
view (of simultaneous difference and non-difference}—that the 
prima facie judgment of identity ‘the cloth is white’ would be 
‘sublated’ by the subsequent judgment of difference * whiteness 
belongs to the cloth,’ The fifth definition is purposeless ; since 
all cognition, being in its very nature momentary, perishes of 
itself. The sixth and seventh definitions finally must be reject- 
ed, because objects and defects—both of which are realities—can- 
not be destroyed by cognitions, On the other hand, we cannot 
deny the existence of syblation; for it is something full well 
known from ordinary experience. We hence do not know exactly 
what to think of ‘ sublation.’ " 

We solve the difficulty by the following definition ;:—“ Suab- 
lation is the termination, by means of the cognition of truth, 
of Nescience (non-knowledge) together with ita eflects whether 
present or passed away.” It is in this sense, of * termination 
of non-knowledge’, that the term is generally under-stood. 
“ But, this being so, the mere cognition of the shell would he 
‘sublative’; for it puts an end to the unreal silver and its 
material cause (the ajidna) !" Such indeed is the wonderful 
fact. Since however, for him who is moved to action by the 
idea of real silver, the cognition of the absence of silver (apart 
from the cognition of the shell) suffices to cut short the impulse 
to action, the cognition ‘this is not silver’ is also designated as 
sublative, It thus appears that the unreality of a thing is 
ascertained through ‘sublation’. 





[Nor isthere any essential difference between the illusory 
shell-silver, and the illusory things seen in a dream : the differ- 
ence merely is that in a dream the internal organ functions 
independently of contact with an external object. Nor finally, 
1s there any essential difference between illusory silvar and 

images on the one hand, and on the other hand, the 
Sia perceived in the waking state. In all casea alike 
Nescience or Maya effects an illusory projection of nnreal 
things on the substrate of Universal Consciousnes 
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“Well then, let us admit that the cognition of unreal silver is 
to be classed as error (bhrama), But what about the cognition of 
things seen in dreams? Such cognition is not true knowledge : 
for it is sublated (by the cognitions of the waking state). Nor 
is it remembrance ; for it is of the nature of immediate presen- 
tation. Nor is it Error; for the charcteristic features of error 
are absent in dreams. To dreams we cannot, in the first place, 
apply the definition of Error—viz,, that it is that which is 
produced by the triad of causes (contact of the sense-organ 
with the object; impression left on the mind by previous 
experiences; defect); for while there no doubt is a defect, 
viz., the dull drowsy condition of the sleeper’s mind ; and while 
there also are previous mental impressions which are resuscitat- 
ed by the unseen principle (adrista); the third cause, viz., 
contact of the sense-organs with their objects, is absent. Nor 
does the essential definition of Error, ‘the presentation to con- 
sciousness of one thing in, or on, another,’ suit the case of 
dreams, in which that abode or substrate which in the above 
definition is referred to in the words ‘in another’ is absent, 
What place then do you assign to dream-cognitions ?” 

Our theory on this point is as follows:—In the waking 
state the contact of the sense-organ with the externa] object 
produces a modification of the internal organ which has for 
its object the external thiselement of the shell and the like; 
for the internal organ has no independent energy outside the 
body. In dreams, on the other hand, the internal organ— 
which within the body is independent—may function on its 
own account, and is not, therefore, dependent on contact with 
external objects. The third cause, i.e., the modification of the 
internal organ, thus is present in dreams no less than in the 
waking state. The substrate also is in both cases the same 
viz, Consciousness circumscribed by the modification ef the 
internal organ. (But in the case of bkrama) the shell and the 
thie-aspect are what bring about the contact of the sense-organ, 
eye aud the rest; as in the absence of these, no contact,—for 
which an object is always necessury—would be possible; for the 
simple reason that such contact is the qualifying adjunct to 
something that cireumscribes or characterises the substrate— 
consciousness. The two cases, therefore, stand as follows :—tIn 
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the waking state that Nescience, which las for ite substrate 
Consciousness as manifested by that modification of the internal 
organ which is due to the contact of sense-organ and object, and 
us defined by the this-element of the shell, illusorily projects 
itself in the form of silver; analogously, in the state of dream, 
there is concerned that Nescience which has for its substrate 
Consciousness as defined or circumscribed by a certain modifiea- 
tion of the internal organ—which modification originates within 
the body (independently of external objects) and is influenced 
by the defect of drowsiness and so on—; and as defined by 
that modification: this Nescience, being at the same time 
co-operated with by the mental impressions left behind by 
previous perceptions—which at the time are revived by the 
unseen principle—illnsorily projects itself in the form of the 
world of things that are seen by the dreaming person. 

[Page 40], “ But,” it is objected, “if Consciousness, or the 
Self, is the substrate of the dream-illusion, the consciousness of 
the dreamer should express itself in a form in which the Self and 
the dream-image super-imposed upon it would appear grammati- 
eally co-ordinated—that is to say, just as in the waking state 
our thought expresses itself in forms such as ‘ this is silver,’ ‘ this 
is a snake’, the dreamer’s thought should assume forms such 
asl am blue’ ‘Tam yellow’; and should not (as it actually 
does) present blue and yellow colour as belonging to some place 
outside the dreamer’s mind. And as that place also 1s super- 
Imposed on consciousness, it should likewise appear as something 
internal, in the form ‘I am that place.’ Perhaps you will say 
that this objection of ours does not go far enough and should 
properly be extended to the waking state also; since in that 
state also Consciousness is the sole substrate. Well, we 
reply, let this be done; we are quite ready to urge the point 
with regard to the waking state also.” 

To this we reply as follows :—Do you (in urging that on our 
theory dream-consciousness should express itself in forms such 
as ‘J am blue’) mean that those inward ideas (of blue colour, 
etc.,) should appear in co-ordination with (as co-existent with) the 
‘organ of egoity'’ (Ahafkara) which is circumscribed by the 
body, or with Consciousness? The former alternative is impos- 
sible, since the organ of egoity can never be the substrate (of any 
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cognition). And the latter alternative you need not advocate 
against us, since it represents our own view. For otherwise, the 
things super-imposed, which in themselves are of an absolutely 
non-intelligent nature, would not shine forth to thought at all, 
The Lconsciousness (aham-ullekha) on the other hand, depends 
on the organ of Egoity (the Ahaikira), and is not produced in 
mere consciousness, But, it is objected, things (real in the 
ordinary sense) such as jars and the like, also present themselves 
only in connection with consciousness, just as (so-called illusory) 
things, such as shell-silver ! Well, we reply, we then have to 
assnme that they also are super-imposed upon Consciousness. 
Nor must it be said that the manifestation to consciousness of 
jars and the like is produced by the operation of the so-called 
means of cognition (pram@ya), and ia not of the nature of the 
self (Conseiousness}, For the thing under discussion, te., 
Consciousness as defined by an object, isin reality not different 
from the consciousness circumscribed by the Ahafkdra : since no 
difference manifests itself apart from reflexion on the respective 
limiting adjuncts; just as the universal ether is not in reality 
different from the ether circumscribed by ajar, We, therefore, 
viewing the distinction of the within and the without as relative 
to the body, must conceive the correct distinction of the Self and 
the Not-seli—as expressed by the notions and terms ‘T’ and 
‘ Not-I '"—-as depending on the limitmg adjunct constituted hy 
the Ahatka@ra. That the one Consciousness should be alike 
present within and without, explains itself from its infinity. For 
Consciousness cannot, on the one hand, be of atomic extent (anu: : 
for it is perceived to be present throughout the body. Nor, on 
the other hand, can that which does not consist of parts, be held, 
apart from a limiting adjunet, to be of intermediate size (inter- 
mediate, thatis to say, between atomic size and infinite extension), 
The entire world of the waking state thus must be viewed as 
superimposed on omnipresent Consciousness as its substrate, 
with the false appearance of reality ; and it follows a fortiori 
that the world of the dreamer also rests on the same substrate. 

* But," a new objection is raised, “ seri ptural texts such as* ‘ He 
is to meditate on name as Brahman’, enjoin the super-imposition 
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of the cognition of Brahman on name and the like. How can, in 
these cases, the erroneous cognition (of name viewed as Brahman) 
be accounted for, considering that no defect is present in the 
cause of such coynitions ?”"* What is enjoined in statements 
of this kind, we reply, is not erroneous knowledge, hut only a 
certain mental activity ; for knowledge is something not depend- 
ing on man’s will and, therefore, cannot be enjoined. Nor may 
you say that since the representation to the mind of e.g., some 
divinity, and the dismissal from the mind of eg., the image of a 
naked woman or the like, depend on the will of man, cognition 
in general is subject to will. What in the instances adduced 
really ig under the control of man’s will, is no more than, on the 
ane hand, that concentration of mind which results in pemem- 
branee, and on the other hand that diversion of the mind 
towards other objects which results in the dismissal of a given 
idea. If the power of man extended further, he might, on his 
inere wish and without lengthy study, remember subjects which 
he has read once only as eg., the Veda; and on the other hand 
at once forget what he would be glad to forget, e.g., the death of 
ason. Erroneous cognition hence cannot be enjoined, and the 
conclasion is that the definition of Error as that which is pro- 
duced by the triad of causes holds good. Against the other 
definition according to which it is the ‘ presentation to conscions- 
ness of one thing in another thing’ nobody has anything to Bay. 
For the adherent of the akhyati-theory also in order to aecouut 
for actual mixed empirical thouglit, must needs acknowledge a 
combined cognition or combined misconception. And other 
theorists, although disagreeing as to the nature, place and time 
of substrate and thing super-imposed, are at one with us a6 to 
the general nature of erroneous cognition. 





[Without this real substrate, on the other hand, no cognition 
of any kind would be possible ; we therefore must reject the 
view of the Nihilist (Shiimyavadin) who holds that this apparent 
world has for its substrate, not Universal real Consciousness, 
but the absolute Void or Nought. ] 

* For the cause of these cognitiona is Scripture. 
Viv. JOT. 
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However, the Shinyavadin (i. ¢., he who holds that there is 
nothing real, but that whatever appears to be is fundamentally 
void 7. ¢,, unsubstantial, unreal) forms an exception. He rejects 
our view of error, for he will not allow the existence of a real 
substrate as implied in the ‘in another thing’ of our definition ; 
and he maintains that erroneous cognitions, as of the shell-silver, 
arise on the void, owing to the power of Samvriti. I do not 
admit, he says, that Error is not possible apart from a real sub- 
strate, For according to your view also, the tlusion called 
‘the tuft of hair’ and the illusion called ‘the town of the 
Gandharvas' are of that nature, t.¢., have no real substrate. Nor 
also is it a fact that there can be no non-limited (niravadhika) 
negation (t. ¢,, negation which does not imply a positive assertion). 
For when the erroneous conception of a man, who in the dark 
mistakes a rope for a snake, is sublated by the assertion made by 
a competent and trustworthy person ‘(there is here) no snake, ' 
this assertion is a case of pure negation. 

All this is baseless reasoning, we reply. The so-called illusion 
called ‘the tuft of hair’ has a real substrate, viz., the visual rays 
which, on the corner of the eye being pressed with the finger, 
become obstructed (and circumscribed): and Ether is the real 
substrate of the town of the Gandharvas.’ Otherwise (4. ¢, if 
erroneous cognitions were those which rest on the void) it would 
follow that your cognition of the void also is an error, and then 
your whole theory of the void could not be established. And 
if you should say that the erroneous cognition and the erroneous 
object of cognition have each other for substrate, you would 
implicate yourself in a vicious logical interdependence ; for the 
substrate must in each case be viewed as something antecedent. 
And if you should say that cognitions and objects of cognition 
succeed one another in an endless series, analogous to the end- 
less suecession of seeds and plants—we point out that in the 
ease of seeds and plants there is a permanent element which 
persists through the whole series, viz., the earthy matter (of 

which seeds and plants consist), and that, in order to render the 





* On closing the eyes a person sometimes fancies that he sees tufia of hair, 
and looking at the evening sky, ane notices fanciful shapea among the drifting 
clouds, —sometimes appearing like palaces, &c. This latter is called the “town 
of the Gandharvas.’ [Vide Nyayamafijari Vol. I. Page 185.] 
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analogy fruitful, a similar persistent element would have to be 
acknowledged as maintaining itself in the series of cognitions 
and objects of cognition. Were no such element admitted and, 
instead, the action of the unseen principle (adrista) appealed to, 
we should have a clear case of the blind leading the blind. Nor 
further, do we allow that the affirmation made by a competent 
person “(there is here) no snake’ is a mere negation; for it 
leads up to and is defined by the positive affirmation ‘but a rope.’ 
And even if the affirmation is made in the form ‘ There is nothing 
there, your fear is groundless’ the place which is indicated by 
‘there’ constitutes a positive limitation. And it also is evident 
that sublative enunciations such as ‘the Pradhana which some 
hold to be the material cause of the world does not exist ’ do 
not sublate some general cause of the world, for auch a cause is 
admitted by all. And in other cases also—as of elephants, horses 
chariots ete., illusorily projected by the magical power (Maya) 
of a magician—which you hold to be eases of error without any 
substrate and of subsequent limitless (mere) sublation (or nega- 
tion), there at bottom is a substrate and a limit, viz,, witnessing 
Consciousness which brings about both error and sublation. Nor 
again may you say that that Consciousness itself is liable to 
sublation, for there is nothing that could effeet such sublation, 
everything else but Consciousness being of a non-intelligent 
(jada) nature. Nor may you say that the Void is the substrate 
(demanded by me for all erroneous cognition); for it is not the 
Void that persists (is uniformly present) in the things erroneous- 
ly super-imposed, If the Void were so present, Consciousness, 
at the time of error, would deliver itself in the form ‘the Void 
is the silver’, not ‘ thisis silver’ (which is the actual delivery of 
Consciousness at the time), And if you say—'that which we are 
censcious of as thie is the Void'—our quarrel is about a mere name, 
Nor also can the ‘ Void’ constitute the positive limit (avadht) 
in sublative cognition; for we are not conscious of it in any 
such case, Or if we are conscious of it, it is nothing else but 
Consciousness that is denoted by the term ‘the Void,’ Nor 
again can the Void be that which is erroneously super-imposed 
upon the substrate. For were it such, it would follow that the 
thing super-imposed would not be immediately perceived (for 
it would be =0), But this is just what is acceptable to the 
Viv. 103, 
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Shinyavadin whose aim it is to disestablish all presentations 
whatever to Consciousness! §$Then, wereply such disestablish- 
ment ales would not present itself to consciousness ! But, the 
Nihilist resumes, you Vedintins also hold the thing super-imposed 
to be void ! By no means, we reply. In order to establish 
(on the part of the thing super-imposed) that character which 
is the counter-entity of subsequent sublation, (¢. ¢., is that which 
subsequently is sublated) we assume that the thing superimposed, 
as long as it presents itself to Consciousness, is different in cha- 
racter from that which ts as well as that which w not (neither 
truly t¢ nor is absolutely non-being). Subsequently to sublation 
it indeed is void: nobody will contest that what has perished is 
nought. 

To those again who hold that the silver which is sublated 
(by the cognition ‘there is no silver here’) exists elsewhere 
't. e«. the Naiyayikas who hold the anyatha-khyati view) we 
aldress the question—* what is it that, as you allege, mikes 
one apprehend the existence of silver elsewhere ?—is it the 
sublative cognition liself, or the impossibility of sublation here 
(without reference to the existence of silver elsewhere) ?’—The 
former alternative is inadmissible since perception does not 
deliver itself in the form ‘ This here is not silver, but there is 
silver elsewhere, orin the mind.’ And the affirmation on the 
part of a competent person also intimates the absence of 
silver only, not the existence of silver in some other place. 
The second alternative again.—riz., the impossibility of sublation 
with regard to the present place,—is not established by any of the 
different theories in question. For the Anyathakhyit: theory 
assumes (as shown above) snblation of ‘Connexion’ and the 
Atmaklwjati theory, sublation of the externality of the silver, 
without reference, in either case, to the existence of silver else- 
where, Andon the Akhyati view also what is negatived (by the 
sublative cognition) is the false cognition of silver in the shell, in 
this place only, without assuming the existence of silver elsewhere. 

Nor alsoi is such impossibility established by ordinary thought ; 
for when a jar is broken here, we deny its existence without 
reference to the existence of jars in other places, Let it then 
be said that as in the case of the jar, so in the cnse of the shell- 
silver also there is existence of silver, dependent on difference 
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of time! This also is inadmissible. In the case of the jar, no 
doubt, we judge ‘formerly there was a jar here, now there is 
none’; but in the case of the silver our denial (of the existence 
of the silver) is not dependent on difference of time. Non- 
limited negation, in the case of the silver, is possible because 
there is voidness, %. e., nought-ness, of real silver at all time. 
This nought-ness is intimated through the subsequent reflexion 
The silver falsely appeared to me': were there no such absolute 
nought-ness, the form of the reflexion would be ‘real silver wae 
presented tome.’ That, at the time of the erroneous cognition, 
the man was conscious of silver is sufliciently accounted for by 
the mere false silver. It is this false silver which, together 
With its material cause, (¢. ¢., Avidya) is sublated by the cognition 
of the real nature of the shell. That the sublative cognition 
should establish the existence of silver elsewhere, cannot enter 
one's thought even. Although, therefore, subsequently to subla- 
tion, the super-imposed thing is nought, the Nihilist also must 
admit that before sublation, a false thing presented itself to Con- 
sciousness as abiding in a real substrate. 


OBJECTIONS AGAINST EXTE 








[The Antagonist, while allowing that shell-silver and the like 
may be accounted for by the adhaasa theory, refuses to admit 
an undue extension of this theory. The illusion of shell-silver 
can be traced to the presence of certain defects in the individual 
mind and organism, and the substrate of the super-imposition - 
but when we come to consider the great fundamental super-im- 
positions assumed by the Vedantin—that of a material world 
upon the Universal Self, and the distinction of many individual 
Selfa—te miss all those conditions on which ordinary adhyasa 
depends ; for the Universal Self is free from all distinctions and 
defects whatsoever. 


[Page 43]. A new objection is here raised against the view 
of the Vedantin. You have, the opponent says, given two 
definitions of Error (bhrama): the non-essential® or accidental 
*In Indian Philosophy, there are two kinds of definitions of things = (1) 
the Tatastha-laksana—that which serves to distinguish the thing defined, 
though it does not subsist in it always ; and (2) the Srartipa-lakpana—whioh 
ia inseparable from the defined thing. 





Vie. 105, 


292 Iypiaw Toouaat: Vivarana-prar tha, Sutra I, Cu. I. 


definition according to which it is that which is produced by 
the three causes, viz., the apprehension of a substrate, a mental 
impression and a defect (ar group of defects); and the essential 
definition according to which it is what is produced through 
the presentation to Consciousness of a real substrate in a false 
character. Now we are willing to admit Error thus defined 
in the cases of ‘this thing is silver,’ ‘ there are two moons’ and 
the like. But how will you account for the error which consists 
in the super-imposition on the Self of the ‘ organ of egoity’ and so 
forth (t. ¢., the entire aggregate of things constituting the Non- 
self)? or the error of difference (bheda) which consists in viewing 
the one Self as differentiated into the individual soul (jiva) and 
Brahman, and the jiva again into many jicas? To these cases 
your definitions do not apply. In the case of the shell-silver we 
have in the object the defect. of similarity, (i. 2, the misleading 
similarity of the shell to the silver), in the sense-organ the 
defect of a morbid affection (timira— which dulls the discerning 
power of the eye); and in the seeing person the defect of 
desire (which renders him apt to mistake the shell for the 
silver he covets). In those cases, on the other hand, where the 
Self is concerned, the Self alone occupies the place of object, 
sense-organ and seeing subject, for everything‘ else belongs to 
the category of that which is super-imposed. But in the Self, 
which is without a second (is the only reality), and which is 
essentially free from all blemish, the mentioned defects cannot 
possibly exist—neither through itself nor through anything 
else. The unreal defect, termed ‘ Nescience, ' may indeed some- 
how exist inthe Self; but all the same the presentation to 
Consciousness of what is super-imposed on it, viz., the organ of 
égoity and the rest, cannot be produced by the triad of causes, 
For such presentation is of the nature of Consciousness (chaita- 
nya), and that is eternal (and hence non-produced). The pre- 
sentation to Consciousness of the shell-silver also no doubt at 
bottom is nothing but Consciousness; but Consciousness in 
this case has limiting adjuncts (the internal organ ete.), and 
hence may, in a metaphorical way, be spoken of as originated, 
Im the cases under discussion on the other hand, the limit- 
ing adjuncts also fall under the category of the Super-imposed ; 
and how then can that, which is without limiting adjuncts, be 
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said to he produced? For these reasons the aforesaid non-essen- 
tial definition of Error does not fit the cases under discussion. 
Nor does the so-called essential definition fit them. The Self no 
doubt is real, but it cannot be the substrate of a false appearance. 
In order that a thing may constitute the substrate of an error, 
it must be apprehended in its general character but non-appre- 
hended in its specific character (as when the shell is appre- 
hended as this but not as shell): how then can the Self to 
which the distinction of general and specific character does 
not apply constitute a substrate ? But why should we not 
reason as follows.— The Self is a substrate, because it is a real 
thing, just as a shell is '? Not so, our antagonist replies. 
The reason in that inference has proving power only if qualified 
by the condition of the real thing being one illumined by some- 
thing else (1.2. being an object of consciousness, not Consciousness 
itself), Let us then, with the Siddhanta-rahasya, argue as 
follows :—' The Self is the substrate of error, becanse it is of the 
nature of intelligence ; like the consciousness defined by a shell.’ 

Not so, the opponent replies. The consciousness which is 
defined by the fhis-element and the shell-element is made up 
of parts, and hence capable of being apprehended in its general 
character, and net apprehended in its specific character; but 
this is not possible in the case of the Self which is not made up 
of parts. And if you should retort that the Self, although not 
made up of parts, does, like ether, not present itself to Conscious- 
ness in its entirety ;—we reply that that which is self-illumined 
must present itself to.Consciousness to the whole extent of its 
being. And that the Self is self-illumined is proved by the 
scriptural text ‘ That person is self-illumined,......the Self only 
is Its light.’* 

But a question here presents itself with regard to the mean- 
ing of the word ‘light’ in the Vedic passage just quoted. Does 
it denote light as a quality, or the substance which is the 
substrate of the quality? The former alternative is inadmissible, 
for it would imply that the Self which there is termed ‘light ' 
is a quality (and that, of course, is impossible). On the latter 
alternative, on the other han, there is nothing to be objected 
to in what the text says about the Self being light, while at the 

* Brj. Ups. IV. 3, 6-9. i | 
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same time cognition (jiaina,;—which may be called light in so 
far as light is a mere quality) may be viewed as something 
originated (non-eternal ; non-permanent). It hence follows that 
the Self does not necessarily manifest itself to Consciousness in 
its Full extent at all times (but only when cognition of the Self 
arises). Not so, the Antagonist replies. The term ‘light’ 
denotes Consciousness pure and simple, and the scriptural text 
means to say neither more nor less than that the Self is of the 
nature of pure Consciousness. Otherwise the qualifications con- 
veyed by the term ‘self’ (in svayan-jyotis—self-light,  self- 
luminous), and by the ‘only’ (eva) in the second clause, would 
beunmeaning. To explain in detail. Are those two qualifications 
meant to preclude what, on the analogy of the cognition of jars 
and the like things, would seem to be prima facie established 
with regard to the Self also, viz., that the apprehending cognition 
is different from the apprehended object? or are they meant to 
preclude the difference (from the ‘light,’ the ‘self') of that which 
produces cognition? On the former alternative the scriptural 
text is meant to establish the oneness of the object apprehended 
and that which apprehends i.e., the Self and itseognition. But 
this would imply that the Self is a quality and cognition a 
substance | This does not matter: for the logical distinctions 
of ' quality,’ ‘substance’ and the rest, which have been invented 
hy the Logicians, do not avail to produce contradictions in the 
things themselves. The second alternative is inadmissible, 
because it implies an abandonment of what the scriptural text 
directly states, and an assumption of what it does not state, 
For you assume the meaning of the text to be ‘it (the light) 
itself produces cognition: the Self only produces cognition ; 
there is nothing else to produce it’; but what the text actually 
says is “It is self-illumined; the Self only is light; there is no 
other light but that.’ Nor can it be pleaded that as some factor 
producing knowledge is absolutely required, we must construe 
the words of the text as defining such a factor. For, on the 
Vedanta view, knowledge is eternal and hence requires no factor 
to produce it. But is not the iollowing inference valid—' the 
cognition under discussion is produced, hecause it is cognition ; 
like the cognition of jars and similar things ' ? It is not, ; 
since the Vedantins do not allow the validity of the proving 
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instances. According to them, in the cognition of a jar also 
the properly intellectual or conscious element (sphurava-arhsha) 
is nothing else but pure Consciousness ; while that element which 
consists in the modification of the internal organ is (non-intel- 
lectual) Nescience to which the term ‘ knowledge’ is applied im 
a figurative sense only. Nor ia your inference a purely negative 
one (whereby it would be free from the necessity of proving 
instances); becanse there are other substrates also where your 
probandum, (the character of being a product) is present, 
According to the opinion of others (Non-Vedantins) indeed, the 
cognition of a jar docs constitute a valid proving instance; but 
even thus the conclusion cannot be established. For is this 
knowledge of which—as these people hold—the Self is the subs- 
trate, a substantial thing of which light (praktsha) is a quality ; 
or is it the quality ‘light’? On the former view the substantial 
thing Knowledge being light (jyotis), owing to its having light 
for its quality, the character of light of which Scripture speaks 
cannot belong to the Self. On the second alternative a question 
arises—iloes knowledge, the quality, originate together with the 
substance in which it abides ? or does Knowledge only originate ? 
Clearly not the former; since the substance Self is eternal. 
Nor the latter ; for we have to reason as follows—"“ the knowledge 
under discussion is not produced in its substance, apart from 
the origination of that substance itaelf; for itis of the nature 
of * illumination ‘ or* light’, like the light of the flame of a lamp.” 
In the latter case the light of the flame originates only together 
with the substance flame, not apart from the latter ; the instance, 
therefore, has proving force. Nor can you quote against the 
above argumentation the instance of the mirror (in which it 
might be urged the quality ‘light * or * brightness * is produced, 
apart from the production of the substance, ¢. ¢., the mirror) ; 
for in reality the quality brightness, exists already in the mirror: 
it is not produced, but only manifested, by the polishing of the 
mirror’s surface, Nor again can the reason given by us be 
said to fail, in regard to the ‘light of the internal organ * (which 
it may be said is produced, even though it is of the nature of 
‘illumination '), For according to the Parinamarada theory of 
Vedanta, what is produced as the ‘cognition of a jar’ is, not 
indeed the light of the internal organ, but the internal organ 
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itself which is qualified by that light: and according to the 
Arambhavida theory also, ‘ light’ is not a quality of the internal 
organ at all. The conclusion thus is that, since knowledge is not 
something that originates, and hence pre-supposes no originating 
factor, the scriptural text must mean that the Self only is light 
and that there is no other light beside it. It, of course, has 
further to be understood that what the text means by light is 
the light of intelligence, not non-sentient (physical) light: this 
is proved by other scriptural texts such as ' pre-eminent know- 
ledge (prajfia@na) is Brahman.’ We cannot allow that, in this 
latter passage, the term prajitana denotes the attribute or quality 
of being a knowing subject (jiatri); for this would be contrary 
to the received meaning of ji@na as denoting a state, But 
the term may, in agreement with the rules of grammar, be 
analysed as ‘that the knowledge of which is pre-eminent,’ and 
then it does denote a knowing subject! All the same, it is 
sail in reply, it would be a needlessly complicated hypothesis 
to view the Self as something in which at each moment a new 
cognition springs up. But again, if this latter assumption is 
not made, the shining forth of the Self is not accounted for ; 
and yet as a matter of fact the Self does shine forth constantly, 
We thus are led back to the tenet that the Self—the nature of 
which is self-illumined Consciousness—manifests itself in its 
full extent at all times, 

But, tt 1s objected, that in the Self a certain specific character 
is not apprehended, is a fact of immediate experience; for the 
Brahman-aspect of the Self is as a matter of fact not appre- 
hended ! Not so, the opponent replies, Brahman either is 
different or non-different from the individual soul. Tf it is 
different, the non-manifestation (of things), as also misconception, 
would have for their substrate Brahman itself, anil not the 
individual soul. As for its being non-different, there can be no 
proof for it. The proof might be put forward in the foliow- 
ing words—" Such scriptural texts as ‘ this Self is Brahman 't 
must refer toa single undifferentiated thing (Brahman),—because 
they express co-ordination, but do not speak of substances 
bearing the relation of cause and offeet—like the sentence ‘ this 
is Devadatta’,” But in that case, Brahman could never be 
| * Ait, Upa. V. 3. +t Bri. Upa, IL. 5. 19. 
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unknown; because any manifestation of knowledge or cogni- 
tion would be contrary to its nature, and also because there 
would be absolutely no difference between the ‘substrate’ 
and the ‘object’ (of knowledge). The conclusion, therefore, is 
that the internal organ, etc., (ie, the body, and the external 
world) cannot be viewed as merely super-imposed upon the 
Self; for as we have shown, the Self cannot form the substrate 
of a super-imposition, and is free from all imperfections, 





[The answer to this is that to the Universal Self also a cer- 
tam permanent * mperfection ' attaches itself, viz., Neseience— 
which, although of an unreal nature, suffices to bring about 
those Adhyaeas of which the Self is the substrate, } 


LPage 43,] Against all this the Vedantin now states his case 
as follows :—That even in the Sel[—though it constitutes the 
only reality and in itself is free from all blemish—there is a 
certain defect, of un unreal nature, termed Nescience,—this is 
the direct teaching of Scripture as well as implied in the teaching 
of Scripture, * As who do not know the place, walk again 
and again over a gold treasure hidden in the earth and do not find 
it, thus do all these creatures go day after day into the Brahman- 
world and yet do not find it, for they are covered by the Untrue’* 
—this scriptural passage teaches that at the time of deep sleep 
the consciousness of Brahman does not present itself to all these 
living creatures because they are covered by unreal Neseience, 
And that this covering by Nescience is unreal in nature, and 
different from mere false knowledge and the impressions it leaves 
behind, as well as from mere absence of knowledge, and from 
Karman, we have shown in the section treating of ‘concealment’ 
(@varaya ; See, X, p. 55) Nescience in the second place is 
implied in the teaching of Scripture; for the declaration that the 
release from bondage is accomplished through the cognition of 
Brahman implies that, previous to such cognition, there is in 
Brahman a want of true knowledge which constitutes a defect 
and is the cause of adhyisa and bondage. Nor must it be 
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208 Inpraw Tovcur : Vivarana-prameyasangraha, Sutra I, On, I, 


suspected that Nescience, because apprehended through the 
legitimate means of right knowledge, is on that account some- 
thing real. For we avail ourselves of those means of proof only 
to refute those who maintain that there is no such thing as 
inexplicable Nescience. Nescience itself is directly proved hy 
Witnessing consciousness only, 

We now turn to the assertion, above made by our opponent, 
that the view of the individual soul and Brahman being non- 
different, implies that Brahman cannot be no-Fenoten, Do you 
mean, we ask, that non-knowledge (ajitana), because pre-suppos- 
ing a difference of substrate anid object, cannot be related to 
one thing only? or, secondly, that being so related, it is in 
contradiction with the oneness of its substrate? or, thirdly, 
that it is contrary to reason that that the nature of which is 
light should be the substrate of dAvidy@? or, fourthly, that 
Brahman being the substrate of Avidya implies its not being 
omniscient ? 

The first alternative is untenable. For we argue in tho 
following way :—' the ajia@na under discussion does not pre- 
suppose the difference of substrate and object ; for it is not of 
the nature of action ; just as jars aud the like are (not of the 
nature of action) ;" or again, we may argue, ‘the ajifina under 
diseussion abides in, and at the same time, obscures one and 
the same objsct; for it is of obscuring nature, as ¢, g., the 
darkness abiding within the inner room of a house '—argn- 
ments which prove that one thing may stand in a two-fold 
relation, without this implying any difference. But ouran 
tagonist objects, a-jiidina (non-knowledge! actually pre-supposes 
a difference of substrate and object, just as knowledge does. 
For just as we say, ‘I (substrate) know this lobject),” we also 
say ‘I do not know this,’ Not so, we reply. This notion (of 
ajriaina also requiring differance of substrate and object) is due 
merely to the use of the term ajiana which (also) denotes the 
mere absence of knowledge. The latter no doubt demands 
those two things (wiz,, substrate and object). When, on the other 
hand, we employ the term Maya (instead of ajitina in the 
Vedintic sense), the question does not arise, The case is 
analogous to that of our using, instead of the word asthiti 
(standing, rest), the tenn a-jamana (non-metion); while the 
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former term requires no object, the latter immediately suggests 
the question “who or what Is not moving,’ and in relation to 
what object ? 

The second alternative is disposed of by the argumentation — 
‘the ajfdna under discussion is not im conflict with the oneness 
of its substrate; for it has obscuring quality, just as darkness 
has (which obseures the very space in which it abiiles),' 

Nor can we aceept the third alternative. For, we ask, 
is the alleged irrationality,—is., of something the nature of 
which is light being the substrate of ajiana—a matter of im- 
mediate consciousness or of inference ? Not the former certainly ; 
for that the witnessing consciousness which proves ajiana is 
the substrate of ajfifina is immediately realised in the eonsciows- 
ness “lam not-knowing.’ As regards the latter alternative we 
should like to hear how you propose to formulate the mference, 
is it as follows— the Self is not the substrate of ajitana because 
it appears to consciousness, just like the jar placed before 
us? —or as follows—'the Self is of a nature antagonistic to 
ajitina ; for it is of the nature of light ; just as the modifications 
of the internal organ are ?’—or as follows—'‘ the Self is eon- 
tradictorily opposed to all connexion with ajiana: for it is 
self-luminous ; just as states of consciousness are in the opinion 
of the followers of Prabhikara’ ? The first alternative is in- 
admissible, as it is contradicted by (universally accepted) facts : 
inasmuch as others (i.¢., non-Vedantins) also, according to whom 
the Self is presented to consciousness by a cognition which origi- 
nates (is non-eternal), have fo acknowledge that the Self ie the 
substrate of ajitina; for otherwise omiscience of the Self would 
result at the moment when the Selfis presented to consciousness. 
The second inference must be rejected: for it goes astray in 
the case of that act of consciouness which presents ajfana, Nor 
may it be said that the existence of such an act is just what is 
not proved ; for others also (who do not hold the Vedantie view 
of aji@na) could not speak of ajiana—as acknowledged by, 
them--if there were no consciousness of such ajiana. The 
third inference also is invalid, because there really are no in- 
stances to prove it; the so-called self-luminous states of con- 
sciousness (which the Prabhikaras bring forward’ are neither 
more nor less than just the Self. 
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Nor finally can we admit the fourth of the original alterna. 
tives, (on page 112}—-viz., that from the Self being the substrate 
of ajidna it would follow that Brahman is not omniscient. 
Althongh the thing reflected in the mirror and the reflected image 
are in reality one, yet the indistinctness of outline, which owing 
to the mirror’s dimmness super-imposes itself on the image, in 
no way detracts from the distinctness of the object reflected. 
Analogously we argue that although the individual Self is 
the substrate of Avidya, the omniscience of Brahman is not 
thereby impaired, Moreover, if in order to disprove Avidya 
you bring forward either the oneness of Brahman and the 
individual soul, or Brahman's self luminousness, or its omni- 
science, —each of these facts will merely disprove that Avidya 
coasists in the absence of apprehension, and on the other hand 
prove that it is a positive entity. For if there were no obseur- 
ing factor of a positive nature, it could not be explained why 
sich attributes as omnisciance and the like, and Brahman to 
which they belong, do not appear to consciousness, Mere ab- 
sence of apprehension might account for the fact that, among the 
things different from the individual soul, jars and similar things 
—which are non-intelligent and not all-knowing—should not 
appear to consciousness; but not for the fact that Brahman 
which is of an altogether contrary nature does not so appear. 








[The chief of these adhyasay is the distinction between Brah- 
man and the individual soul (jie), Nescience at firat produces 
this fictitious distinction and then, somehow clinging more 
pronouncedly to the individual soul than to the Universal Self, 
produces‘for the former the whole phen*menon of a multiple 
world. | 


[Page 47.] But, an objection is raised, if it be held that the 
individual Self is the substrate of Avidya@ while Brahman is 
omniscient, it follows that the individual Self and Brahman are 
different entities ! Is, we ask in reply, that resulting 

* i.e. from the fact of the Self possessing qualities over and above the 
‘ Pure consciousness ' of Brahinan, 
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difference real or the effect of Avidyt? And, on the former 
view, doea the difference result from a limitation due to the 
internal organ; or froma redundancy or excess (atireka) inhering 
in the very nature of the Self; or from the relation of whole 
and parts inhering in the nature of the Self ? 

The first alternative is inndmissilsle ; stnce the internal organ 
which is a thing that has a beginning cannot determine a distine- 
tion which has existed from all eternity. That the internal 
organ is not a thing without a beginning is proved by its 
non-existence in deep sleep and similar states, “ But we 
hold that it does exist in deep sleep also, although indeed in 
aanbtle form only!” Whiat, we ask, do you understand by 
this existence in a subtle forin? Does the internal organ pass 
over into a condition in which it cloes not consist of parts? or do 
its parts decrease in number only? or does it then exist in its 
eausal condition only ? or does there remain nothing of it but an 
Lmpression (saqasltira) ? The first alternative is impossible; 
for that a thing consisting of parts should pass into the condition 
of having uo parts would mean nothing else but that it perishes 
utterly, Nor can the second alternative be accepted ; as in 
that case, that whole (compounded of parts; left after the decrease 
of a number of parts, being deprivel of the character of an «fect 
(as during susuptt there is no activeeficient cause for it), it could 
not cease to exist at any time (and thas this subtle form should 
continue also after the susupti, in the waking state); and if, in 
order to avoid this difficulty, the tohole of reduced parts were 
regarded as the effect of the whole with allite parts, then its 
aperations during sugupti woull have to be exactly like those 
during the waking state. Om the third alternative, do you 
mean that the internal organ, atthe time of deep sleep, exists 
in its causal condition only, or also as an effect? Lf the former, 
it ceases to exist at all, If the latter, the entire empirical world 
which is present to the waking comselousness should be present 
to the sleaping soul also. Nor finally is the fourth alter- 
native possible. For since a mere impression cannot be the 
material cause of limitation, the soul would in deep sleep be 
altogether non-limited and hence attain to final release. 

“ Let us then assume that, that which is limited (lit. ‘cut off’) is 
the material cause of limitation, just as in the case of the cutting 
Viv. 1.15, 
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of wood it is the wood, which is the material cause of the 
‘eutting’; while the internal organ is merely the efficient 
(operative) cause ; just as the axe is in the act of cutting !" 

In this way, we reply, the limitation could not ba accomplished 
atall, For consciousness not being made up of parts cannot, 
like wood, really constitute the material substrate of any division, 
According to us, Vedantins, it is Nescience only which is the 
material cause of all limitation and determination. Division 
also realy beloaga to Avidyd awl is only falsely super-imposad 
upon the Self. The internal organ also—which isa product of 
Nescience—limits and determines tha Salf through Nesciance 
only, not directly. On this oar view nothing remains un- 
explained. 

Nor can we accept the second alternative,—viz., of the dis: 
tinction of Brahman and individual sou] being due to redundaney 
Or eceess (atireka). For since that distinction may be accounted 
for on the basis of Nescienca which is something actually 
given, there is no occasion for the assumption of a redundancy 
(atireka). Nor may you object that since Nescience must be 
defined ag that which belongs to the individual soul and has 
Brahman for its object, it rests itself on the distinction of the 
two and hence cannot be the cause of the distinetion, For 
we observe that, even though the conception of a certain thing 
being the ‘pratiyogin’ (the object of distinction, or negation), 
is due to its being actually so distinet, yet what cuuses that dis- 
tinction is that same character of ‘ pratuyogin.’ Were it not so, 
your assumption of an atireka algo would ha tinpossibla, for that 
atireka means something which distinguishes Bralman from the 
individual soul, and hence pre-supposes the distinction of the 
two; and how then could it ba the cause of that same distinction ? 
Moreover, we have proved above already that Nescience doas 
not demand difference of substrate und object. 

Nor finally is the third alternative alnissible. For that 
which is absolutely without parts cannot by itself enter into the 
condition of a whole consisting of parts, 

There thus remains the second main alternative only,—viz., 
that the distinction of Brahman and the individual soul is due to 
nothing else bat Nescience ; and this, o£ courae, is just the view 
we Vedantins hold. This Nescience indeed is really connected 
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with pure Consciousness, and im this way brings about the 
division between Brahman and the individual soul ; yet it may 
be viewed as somehow disregarding Brahman and leaning to- 
wards the individual soul, and thus to produce the phenomenal 
world ; just as a mirror or other reflecting surface which really 
has a connexion with the face only (i.e, the real face), after having 
once brought about the distinction of face and reflected face, 
produces effects (such as dimness of outline and colour) in the 
reflected face only. But consider the judgment, ‘J am nut- 
knowing ‘"—does not Nescience therein present itself as abiding in 
the Self as particularised by the ahavkéra (i.¢., the organ of egoity 
or self-consciousness), and not in pure (universal non-personal) 
Consciousness ? Not so, we reply. Of a red hot lump of 
iron we say ‘the iron burns,’ i.e. the iron and the quality of 
burning present themselves to our mind in co-ordination, since 
both are connected with the fire (which really is what burns) ; 
in the same way Nescience and the internal organ present 
themselves to our mind as co-ordinated (as they do in the 
judgment ‘J do not know’), because they are both connected 
with one and the same Self, and because the internal organ is 
the real substrate of Nescience. Otherwise our reasoning would 
move m a vicious circle—' the internal organ is due to the 
connexion of the Self with Nescience * and ‘ the Self is connected 
with Neseience, in so far as it (the Self) is particularized by the 
internal organ.’ Nor can it be said that the Self is never obsery- 
ed to be connected with Neseience—apart from the internal 
organ; for such connexion is actually admitted to exist in the 
state of deep sleep (in which the internal organ ceases to exisi \% 
“ But, sinee Consciousness, which in its very nature is unrelat- 
ed (axaiiga), cennot be the substrate of Nescience, we must needs 
assume that that substrate is to be found in something particu- 
larized |” Well, what could that ‘something particularized ' 
be but the internal organ, Consciousness and the connexion of the 
two? So in the end Consciousness again will be the substrate! 
“ But the ‘something particularized’ may be a thing different 
from those just mentioned !” Then, we reply, it could be only 
something of a nen-intelligent (jada) nature; and such thing 
cannot be the substrate of Nescience. For if it were such, it woulkd 
lollow that also erroneous cognition, true cognition and releuse— 
Viv. LI?, 
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which necessarily have the same substrate as Nescience—abide 
in what is non-intelligent, unconscious! (and this of course is 
absurd). Nor, we remark finally, is there any contradiction 
implied in our holding that Consciovsness is in reality absolutely 
non-related, and at the same time fietitiously the substrate of 
Nescience. The final conclusion then is that Nescience has for 
its substrate pure Consciousness but as it has a leaning towards 
the individual Self, is spoken of as having the latter for its 
substrate. 


AXTY. 


|The theory, held by some Neo-Vedantins, that Nescience abides 
notin the Self, but in the imternal organ, cannot be accepted, 
If the Self were free from Nescience, it would be permanently 
omniscient ; for its consciousness could not be limited by Nes- 
clence not abiding in itself, Nescience is without beginning, 
and hence the cause of the beginningless world-process. ‘The 
power of Nescience, and its relation to the self, are not indeed 
matters to be rationally accounted for ; to be non-rational is just 
the characteristic feature of Nescience, | . 


Bhaskara® indeed teaches that it is the internal organ that is 
the substrate of Nescience. But in that case the Self would be 
permanently omniscient, and this is contradicted by consciousness. 
He, oa the other hand, who holds the Self not to be omniscient, 
must admit that there inheres in the Self Nescience expressing 
itself in the form ‘now and then the Self does not know this 
or that,’ Let us then say that while non-cognition (i. «., 
absence of cognition) and false cognition abide in the Self, 
ajidna conceived as a positive entity abides in the internal 
organ ! This also will not avail, For if we understand by 
‘ajiiaina ” (non-knowledge), that which is other than knowledge, 
even such diseases of the eye as the ‘kaaha' (an affection of the 
ophic nerve causing dimness of vision) and ‘kamala’ (janndice) 
would have to be regarded as « ) hina,’ Let us then understand 
by ajiina that which is contradictorily opposed to knowledge ! 


® Author of the Bhaskarabhayya on the Brahmavatras : published in the 
Viv, 118. 
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This also will not avail. For to knowledge which admittedly 
resides in the Self, there cannot be contradictorily opposed a 
non-knowledge residing in the internal organ. Knowledge of 
some object that resides in Devadatta does not put an end to 
non-knowledge, regarding the same object, which resides in 
Yajfiadatta ! But although we admit that in other cases 
there can be no real opposition between knowledge and non- 
knowledge if abiding in different substrates, yet the ajitina 
abiding in the instrument of knowledge may be in opposition to 
the knowledge abiding in the knowing snbject! Not so, we 
reply. When Devadatta makes the inference,—' This Yajnadatta 
does not discern the cause of the resolution (in general Nes- 
cience) of his internal organ ; owing to that internal organ being 
resolved in deep sleep, —this cognition on the part of Devadatta 
(loes not put an end to the ajfana abiding in the internal organ 
of thesleeping Yajfiadatta, although that organ is the instrument 
in the inference made by Devadatta. But an end is put to 
the ayndna abiling in the internal organ of the knowing agent 
(Devadatta)! This reasoning also, we reply, does not avail ; 
for there is no proof to show that ajifne abides in the internal 
organ at all! There is such proof. For we may argue— 
‘the ajfaina under discussion abides in the internal organ; since 
it is a defect giving rise to error; just like the affection of the 


eye called kichaka.’ Then, we reply, the ajrttna should 
reside in the eye and the other sense-organs! But these, 
being things that have a beginning, cannot be abodes of the 
beginningless ajmana ! The internal organ also, we reply, 
has a heginning. “ But, as you hold the satktrya-view, the 


internal organ cannot be conceived as having a beginning !®” 

This reasoning holds good with regard to the eye and 
the other sense-organs also! And the conclusion thus is that 
Nescience does not reside in the internal organ, but i in the Self, 


* The * Satkdrya view’ is that every effect that is brought about by a:caune 
is gal, ever existent; even before it is produced, it exists in its cause, ina 
latent form; ond all that the so-called ‘ production" does is to render muni feat 
the effect which had hitherto existed only in an unmunifeated state in the canse. 
According to this view then, nothing, whether a canse or an effect, can be anid 
to have a beginning. This is the theory of * Cause and Effect’ accepted by 
the Satkhra and the Vedintin. (Vide Senthyakarikd, 9, and Brohmastter 
TT-i—14). 

Viv, 119, 
10 


306 Inpiaw Tuouont: Vivaraya-prameyasaigraha, Sutra I, Cu. 1. 


This view is thus set forth, in answer to an objection, by 
Vishvaripacharya :— 

(.— But how does Nescience approach the Self that is self- 
illumined, absolutely unchanging, the sole reality ?’ A.—As 
darkness approaches the sun with his thousand rays !' 

‘Nescience cannot be denied! For every one is conscious 
of it; it does not exist apart from the Self; nor does the Self 
exist apart from it.’ 

And that this Nescience is the cause of the distinction of 
Brahman and the individual soul, the (Vignu) Purana declares— 

‘When ajitana, which gives rise to distinction, has utterly 
perished, what then will bring about the unreal distinction 
of the individual Self and Brahman ?’ 

As Nescience ia eternal, there is nothing irrational in our 
vewing it as the cause of a beginningless distinction. And 
that Nescience is without beginning Smriti expressly declares ® 
— know Prakriti and the soul to be both without a beginning,’ 
That Prakrjti is the same as Maya follows from the scriptural 
text— know Prakriti to be Maya.'— And the identity of Maya 
and Avidya we have already set forth, 

But an objection is raised, admitting that the self-illumined 
Self is the substrate of Nescience, it cannot be ita object ; for 
it everlastingly reveals itself to consciousness. A person 
to whose consciousness a jar clearly presents itself, does not 
express himself as if the jar were an object of ajnana, and 
say ‘I do not cognize the jar. Nor may you plead against 
this that, forms of expression, such as‘I do not know (under- 
stand) the matter stated by you,’ show that we do speak even 
of such things as are present to consciousness as being objects 
of ajitina in so far as defining it; for in the instance quoted 
the object of ajnina is (not the matter stated in itself) but 
only some special aspect of the matter which is not compre 
heniled. lf it be argued that that which is not compre- 
hended cannot rightly be regarded as defining (or differentiating) 
anything,—our reply is that, in that case, it is for you to supply 
us with an explanation of such well-known instances as—I do 
not understand the matter stated by you.’ 











®* Bhag. Gi. XII—10. t Shveti. Opa. 1—106, 
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Our answer to the above objection is that it is only such 
matter as is illumined (made cognizable) by a valid means of 
knowledge that cannot be an object of ajiitina; since it is the 
very nature and function of those means of knowledge to put an 
end to ajfa@na, On the other hand, there is not any objection to 
the view that something known by immediate intuition, whether 
it be a jar and the like or Consciousness, is the object of ajnana. 
For, as we lave explained before, witnessing consciousness does 
not put an end to ajaana ; it rather is that which establishes or 
proves it. By what other means, indeed, could ajiana be proved 
or established, considering that it is contradicted and opposed 
by all means of knowledge and all rational arguments? I[t has 
been said— 

‘This error, devoid of foundation, in conflict with all logical 
arguments, can stand rational enquiry no more than darkness 
ean stand the light of the sun.’ 

And this ineapability of standing rational enquiry indeed is 
the characteristic feature and beauty of Avidy#. This also has 
been declared, in the following stanza :— 

‘That it cannot stand rational enquiry,—it is just this which 
constitutes the characteristic feature of Avidy#; were it not so, 
Avidya would be a reality.’ 

Nor must it be imagined that Avidya, the beauty of which 
consists in its evading all rational enquiry, has no power of 
obscuring the Self; for on this point also we have the following 
authoritative saying :— 

‘Nothing truly may surpass the audacity (or impudence) of 
Avidya ; in contempt of all valid means of knowledge and all 
reality, it attaches itself to the highest Self!’ 

Nor can those who put their whole trust in ratiocination 
(which contradicts Avidy@' set aside intuitive knowledge ; for 
ratiocination itself rests on intuitive knowledge, and without it, 
it would have no foundation. And intuitive cognition manifests 
to us the fact that, although the soul is self-luminous, its radical 
difference and separation from the body and the rest is obscured 
by ajiana., 
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RXV. 

[That the Self is the substrate of Error ia proved by our ori- 
nary ‘I-consciousness, which by its very nature is a com- 
posite cognition in which a real element (the Self) and an wnreal 
one (the body} are confounded.—The Self, though nothing but 
pure consciousness anid free from all diversity, thus has a 
diversity of aspects superimposed upon itself, owing to false 
conceit; and to this superimposition both the aforesaid defini- 
tions of adhyisec are applicable, | 





But, it is objected, also in that consciousness of the Self 
which expresses itself in the word ‘I’ we are conscious of the 
distinction of the Self from the body and the rest,—this distine- 
tion being of the nature of a positive entity (and as such cogni- 
sable by direct intuition). Nor may you say that this distinction is 
again obscured by the false conceit of the Self being identical with 
the body, which expresses itself in the judgment ‘I am a man.’ 
For since this notion of oneness can be explained as being of a 
metaphorical character—so as not come into real conflict with the 
consciousness of difference—, there is no oceasion to view it as 
false and thus contradicting the consciousness of difference, 
If the I-consciousness, on account of the J presenting itself in 
co-ordination with the body, did not imply the apprehension of 
the Self as something diferent from the body, this separation 
eould not be established at all; for there would be no valid 
means of knowing it, scriptural teaching and inference them- 
selves losing their authorijative power if in conflict with the 
meaning of tha I-conscionsness. Nor may it be said that there is 
no such conflict, since, like the cognition of a double moon and the 
like, the J-conscionsness is something false (unreal), For this 
would implicate us in circular reasoning—'‘ the I-consciousness 
is false if scripture and inference are held to be authoritative,’ 
andl—' if the -consciousness is false, scripture and inference are 
authoritative,’ The case of the cognition of a double moon and 
the like really is not analogous. Cognitions of this latter kind 
are proved to be false, at once, previously to any formal consi- 
deration of the relative strength of the several means of know- 
ledge concerned in each case. In the ease under discussion, on 
the other hand, the relative strength of the means of cognition 
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would have to be considered, and by reason of the non-appear- 
ance of any contrary cognition (that could sublate it), the 
Leonseiousness would show itself to be the stronger; and hence 
scriptural teaching and inference which are in conflict with that 
consciousness would not avail to prove the difference of the Self 
from the body. As, therefore, the mere [-consciousness does 
establish the difference of the Self from the body, we hold that 
the thought which expresses itself in the judgment ° Tam a man’ 
is of a metaphorical character (and is not false). 

AIL this, we reply, is devoid of foundation. For, we ask,— 
do you hold that the T-consciousness has for its object a Self 
different from the body, on the ground that such difference actn- 
ally exists? or on the ground that it appears to consciousness ? 
The former is not a tenable view; since it is not the actual 
existence of difference that causes us to judge that the judg- 
mont of non-difference is a merely metaphorical one. For as 
a matter of fact, it is the mere conseiousness of difference that 
gives to judgments such as ‘ Devadatta is a lion (1¢, as brave 
as a lion)’ their metaphorical character. Were it otherwise 
(i... if ‘qawnatea’ depended on the reality of the difference) also 
judgments such as ‘this (shell) 1s silver’, would have to be 
classed as ‘metaphorical’, not as erroneous, since in those cases 
there exists actual difference. As to the second alternative 
we ask—does the Lconsciousness manifest the difference of the 
Self from the body, before reflexion (vichG@ra) has taken place, 
or after that? The first alternative is inadmissible becanse it 
would imply the uselessness of philosophical reflexion. And the 
second alternative is in admissible; because (in that case) what 
manifests the difference would be the reflexion itself (and not 
the Leonsciousness); as what reflexion does is to distinguish 
between what is proved (established) and what is not proved. 
But by reflexion we understand a mental review and examination 
of arguments (yukti); and argaments do not by themselves 
produce knowledge, but only in so far as co-operating with 
one of the recognised means of knowledge. In the case under 
discussion arguments enable us to discriminate the fact that 
the L-consciousness which is the true means of knowledge—has 
for its object the Self so far as distinct from the body. Not 
so, we reply. Is it, we ask, the function of arguments to 
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determine the sphere of a given means of knowledge as 
comprising certain objects only—‘so much only is to be 
ipprehended by thee, neither more nor less!"? Oy doas their 
function consist in removing eventual obstacles that way 
beset the operation of the means of knowledge which has 
already begun to apprehend a certain object given to it by 
itsown nature? The former alternative cannot ba accepted - 
for—since the minds of men are of the most diverse kind 
and hence their reasonings follow no definite lJaw—it would 
imply that there is no fixed rule as to what objects fall within the 
sphere of each means of knowledge, But this consequence is 
just what it ought to be; for if the means of knowledge had 
their fixed several objects, there could be no diversity of opinion 
between the different philosophical schools ! Not 80, we reply. 
Wherever there is a disputed matter, every one clings to his own 
view as authoritative, and not to any other view, If there was 
no fixed law as to the objects of the several means of knowledge, 
every one would have to treat the views of others also as authori. 
tative. Not even inany strong arguments combined avail to 
determine the sphere and scope of a means of knowledge. A 
thousand arguments even, devised by minds fortified by the 
knowledge of all sh@stras, would be unavailing to constitute 
sound as the object of the eye, and to break the counexion be- 
tween the eye and colour. With regard to the second alterna- 
tive we ask the following question—what constitutes that self 
established object of the I-consciousneas? is it the distinction 
of the Self from the body and whatever else is contrary to the 
Self? or the Self only? From the former alternative it would 
follow that also materialists and ordinary (non-thinking) people 
would distingnish between Self and body (which as a matter of 
fact they do not do). And ifagainst this you urge that in the 
case of those people discrimination does not emerge because they 
fail to remove the obstacles to true knowledge by means of 
philosophic arguments,—we reply that you who do understand the 
theory of those matters could not on any account ever formulate 
the judgment ‘J am distinct from tha body’ and so on; for as 
(on the alternative in question) the mere term I would by itself 
express that distinction, it would be an idle tautology to form 
the complete judgment ‘I am different from the body." If, on 
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the other hand, the Lconsciousness (does not by itself imply 
the distinction of Self and body but) has for its object the Self 
only,—well then, arguments may possibly do so much as to re- 
move obstacles in the way of the Self being apprehended in 
the J-consciousness, but they will net avail to get rid of what 
immediate consciousness suggests, viz., that the body also is 
the object of the J-consciousness. But on this view the 
judgment ‘Il am a man’ does neither more nor less than appre- 
hend ita own, appropriate, object, and hence cannot be errone- 
ous ! Not so, we reply. Our tenet is,—not that such cogni- 
tions as apprehend their own object are valid, and such as do 
not apprehend their objects are invalid, —but that a cognition is 
valid if it apprehends what is true (real), and invalid if it appre- 
hends the real and unreal together. Now the J-consctousness 
confounds a real element, viz., the Self, and an unreal one, viz., 
the body, and apprehends this composit eobject; it, therefore, 
must be classed as error. Nor must it be said that no error ts 
possible with regard to the Self which is self-luminous and 
admits of no distinction of parts, since in the case of a being of 
this kind it is impossible that some part should not be appre- 
handed (and hence error arises). Consider the case of letters. 
Letters such as a, 4, etc., are without parts, and are on each 
occasion apprehended in their totality; all the same there are 
super-imposed upon them certain characters, such as length and 
shortness, which really belong to the letter-sound, Length and 
shortness are not attributes of the letters, as appears the 
fact that each letter (whether short or long) is always recog- 
nised as the same ‘ this is the letter a,’ ete.; all the same even 
those who are aware of this fundamental identity do not ordi- 
narily give their mind to the arguments proving it, and hence 
are under the erroneous impression of the letter itself being 
short or long. Analogously the identity of the Self with the 
body which is vouched for by the immediate consciousness of 
all human beings, learned men no less than villagers and 
children, remains practically unrefuted unless the teaching of 
scripture produce an insight into the identity of the Self with 
Brahman, and thus constitutes a universal unavoidable error. 
The view that the judgment ‘Iam a man’ is a merely meta- 
phorical one will be refuted in our comments on Stitra 4. 
Vie. 125. 
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The conclusion from what precedes is as follows :—The Self 
indeed is self-luminous and devoid of parts, but a diversity of 
aspect is introduced into it thereby that it is obscured by false 
conceit and hence not apprehended in its Brahman-aspect ; 
owing to this diversity of aspect there arises the possibility of 
its being apprehended in its general nature only while special 
features remain non-apprehended, and hence there is nothing 
irrational in our viewing it as the substrate of error. We, there- 
fore, can in this case also give the essential definition of adhyasa, 
—viz., that “it is the presentation to consciousness of the con- 
nexion of an unreal thing with a real substrate’, which thus 
holds good with regard to the great (cosmic) adhyasa also which 
has the universal Self for its substrate. And it is equally evident 
that the secondary or aceidental definition also holds good 
(‘odhyasa is that which is produced by the triad of causes’) ; for 
it has been shown that to the Self—which must be viewed as by 
itself ceeupying the place of the triad—objeet, knoecing subject and 
instrument-—there clings the great imperfection called Neseience ; 
inasmuch as it is the intelligence of the Self itself which cognises 
(is the means of cognising) the substrate (of error), And during 
the beginningless cosmic process (samsire) an endless chain 
of previous adhyasas may be postulated without any difficulty, 
Although in the case under discussion, owing to the oneness 
of the substrate and that which is super-imposed upon it, illumi- 
nating consciousness is not really originated, yet there is nothing 
wrong in viewing it as originated in a certain aspect,—viz., in so 
far as it is affected by a particular object. We further remark 
that, applying the previous definition of adhytea to the present 
ease, we have to understand by the ‘similarity (of adhayisa) to 
remembrance ‘the circumstance of its being produced by the 
mentioned triad of causes. And the ‘ presentation to conscious- 
ness of one thing as constituting the self of another’ we have to 
explain as meaning the presentation of the Real mixed up with 
the False. We thus have fully proved that to the erroneous 
identification of the internal organ, body and the rest with 
the Self, and to the erroneous view of difference as depending 
on conditioning adjuncts, the general definitions of adhytsa, 
previously given, may be applied. 
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Onicin of THE Naksatna System. 

From what so far has been said regarding the nature and 
probable origination of this lunar zodiac it appears that the idea 
of sub-dividing the Ecliptic, or region of the Ecliptic, into 
twenty-seven or twenty-eight parts is a sulliciently natural one. 
It may in fact be called more natural and obvious than the dis- 
tinction of twelve sections of the Ecliptic in each of which the 
sun dwells in succession for the twelfth part of a solar year; 
for while the sun owing to his overpowering radiance can 
never be directly seen, but only inferred, to be in or near a 
certain constellation, the progress of the moon with her milder 
light may be followed from star to star without any difficulty. 
This latter spectacle, moreover, unrolls itself in full complete- 
ness much more frequently than the annual revolution of the 
sun and by this constant reiteration tends to impress itself more 
strongly onthe mindsof men. A lunar zodiac thus may be 
suid to be the first division of the sphere likely to be made by a 
primitive community to which the idea of the need or con- 
venience of some such division had once presented itself; and 
hence at first sight there would appear to be no special reason 
to. raise the question whether a lunar zodiac recognised by some 
ancient nation was originally devised by that nation itself or 
borrowed by it from some other quarter where a similar zodiac 
may be met with. Further reflexion, however, may suggest a 
different conclusion. In the first place the idea of sub-dividing 
the Ecliptic in accordance with the daily progress of the moon 
among the constellations, although in a sense a quite natural one, 
can by no means be characterized as necessary or inevitable— 
bound to oceur to any people which had advanced far enough 
to think of such devises as sub-lividing the heavenly sphere. 
Lunar zodiacs were, as we shall see immediately, employed by 
a very limited number of ancient nations only. No such zodiac 
was acknowledged by the ancient Egyptians, or by the Greeks 
and Romans, or the tribes and peoples settled in Asia Minor 
and Syria, or (which is a point to be discussed fully Inter on) 
the Babylonians and Assyrians. Some of these nations in fact 
by themselres never elaborated any settled sub-division of the 
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sphere; so e.g., the Greeks and Romans, and apparently also 
Egyptians, who ata comparatively late period only took over 
the twelve signs of the solar zodiac from the Babylonians. And 
this latter fact, in the second place, immediately suggests if not 
the likelihood, at least the possibility, of the lunar zodiac also 
having originated among one nation only and been imparted by it 
toother nations. If, therefore, lunar zodiaes, similar to the Indian 
one, are actually found from ancient times in the possession of 
other nations also, the question whether all these several zodiacs 
should not be traced to one common source, rather than looked 
upon as independent creations, very naturally suggests itself. 
Now the fact is that lunar zodiacs, or—to return to the 
more guarded designation—zodiacs consisting of 28 stars or 
groups of stars on the whole manifestly following the tract 
of the Ecliptic, were and are employed by two other great 
ancient nations wiz., the Chinese and the Arabs—the former 
acknowledging a series of 28 so-called ‘sieu’ (mansions: sta- 
tions), the latter—distinctly referring the stars to the moon— 
a series of 28 ‘ mendazil (pl. of manzil) al yamr" ‘stations or 
mansions of the moon.’ The existence of both these series 
had been known to western scholars from atime earlier than 
that when the nakeatra system first became known: the 
knowledge of the Arabian system dating back to a period which 
we are not in 4 position accurately to define: that of the Chi- 
nese series being mediated through the labours of Gaubil in 
the course of the 18th century. The Arabian and the Indian 
systems were for the first time compared in detail by Colebrooke 
in the paper mentioned above ; and the similarity of the Chinese 
to the two more western systems was, as far as we know, first 
definitely dwelled upon by the German astronomer and writer 
on Chronology, L, Ideler (in his ‘ Zeitrechnung der Chinesen’). 
Later on definite testimonies as to the recognition of a ‘zodiac 
of this kind by other nations also were pointed out. The 
Bundehesh (one of the sacred or semi-sacred books of the Parsis) 
enumerates 28 lunar mansions side by side with the twelve 
signs of the solar zodiac ; and two lists of the names by which 
the 28 lunar inansions were designated by the people of ancient 
Soghd and Khwarizi are given by Albertini (in his ‘ Chronology 
of Ancient Nations’). As, however, Parsi literature supplies no 
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further information whatever about these lunar mansions, and 
similarly we know nothing as to the systems recognized by the 
people of Soghd and Khwarizm beyond their bare names (which, 
moreover, are doubtful in more than one case); and as moreover 
there is nothing to guarantee a considerable antiquity of either 
of those zodines, any discussion of the origination of the entire 
system and the possible connexion of its several historical 
forms, must for the present limit itself to the naksatras of the 
Hindus, the menazil of the Arabs and the sieu of the Chinese: 
about all of which the ancient literatures of the three countries 
concerned supply a great deal of detailed information. 

The lunar zodiacs of all these three nations are of essenti- 
ally the same character, being composed of 28 (in the case 
of the Hindn series prevailingly 27) groups of stars or single 
stars which together form a belt round the entire sphere 
and, roughly speaking, follow the track of the Ecliptic, A 
certain number of these asterisms are identical in all the three 
zodiaes, and in other cases we have a partial agreement; while 
on the other hand sometimes only two of the zodiacs agree 
fully or in part, and again in certain other cases each zodiac 
follows its own individual line in the selection Of asterisms. 
Full and detailed comparisons of the three zodiacs, in tabular 
form, are to be found in several places; we here refer only to 
Whitney's ‘Lunar zodiac,’ and his notes on the 8th chapter of 
his (and Burgess’) translation of the Strya Siddhanta; 
and to Ginzel’s Handbook of Chronology (in German, 1906, 
The discussion given there of the lunar mansions is the 
most recent one of the subject). As a survey of the con- 
stituent members of each of the three zodiacs shows at once, 
the Arabian series on the whole most closely follows the Ecliptic 
and thus is best adapted to the purpose of defining the place, at 
any given time, of not only the sun, but also the moon and the 
planets—which although not of course moving in the Ecliptic 
never deviate from it to any large extent. The Chinese series, 
within a certain section comprising three or four sieu, follows 
a track of its own, completely separating it from the two other 
series, far to the south of the Ecliptic ; and in the Indian series we 
meet with four constituent members which lie even further away 
from the Ecliptic towards the north (Svati, the peculiar position 
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of which was discussed above; and the three consecutive nak- 
satras Abhijit, Shravana and Shravisthaa), 

In spite of these considerable discrepancies most of the 
writers who have investigated the question with some care, 
incline to the opinion that the general agreement in the choice 
of stars and groupes of stars forcibly suggests the conclusion that 
the three series are fundamentally identical, are in fact mere 
variations of one and the same original, Whitney e. g., (to quote 
only that writer who has discussed this matter with the greatest 
fulness and insight into the conditions of the problem) sums up 
his comparison of the three systems in the following words :— 
‘No one, I] am confident, can examine this exposition of the 
correspondences and differences of the three systems without 
being convinced that they are actually three derivative forms of 
the same original,’ 

On a renewed careful survey and consideration of the question 
we should be inclined to express ourselves on this latter point 
with rather less ‘confidence.’ It must be remembered that the 
selection of 27 or 28 asterisms on the part of those who on the 
whole wish to keep close to the Ecliptice—or, for the matter of 
that, the track of the moon—is limited by certain obvious 
conditions; the stars selected must not be too far from the 
central track and of course should, as far as possible, be dis- 
tinguished either by brightness or some other feature that 
attracts the eye, as e.g., peculiarity of configuration. Keeping 
this in mind and carefully scrutinising a stellar map, we shall 
find that in a considerable number of cases the choice of certain 
definite asterisms was as good as inevitable: it would be strange 
indeed if the framer of such a system had Ieft out @ (Spica) 
Virginis (the Indian Chitra); or « Scorpionis (Antares; the 
Indian Jyestha) ; or the Pleiades (which seem to have attracted 
the special attention of all early nations): or those stars in 
Sagittarius which constitute the Indian two Asadhis; or even 
those four stars in Pegasus which together form the two Bhadra- 
padas (for these stars although situated at a good distance to the 
north of the Ecliptic form a striking quadrilateral, and just in 
that region of the sky only stars of the 3rd and 4th magnitude are 
closer to the Eeliptic). On the other hand, there are st iking dis- 
agreements of the several saries just in cases where an agreement 
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might reasonably be expected; Regulus eg., {« Leomts) a 
conspicuous star of the second magnitude and moreover situated 
almost in the Ecliptie, is not included in the Chinese series ; nor 
are those stars in Leo which constitute the two Indian Phalguni 
and the Arabian Zubrah and Sarfah. Really proving foree for 
the original identity of the three series can be claimed for 
those cases only where the three systems agree in passing over 
conspicuous stars which appear to have every right to be inelnded 
in the series, or in singling out insignificant stars or groups of 
stars for the selection of which no good reason is apparent. But 
cases of this kind are very few indeed. The most striking one 
(in fact the only really striking one) 1s the selection, in all the 
three series, of three faint stars in Orion's head (A y’ ¥* Orionis) 
regarding which Whitney says that ‘it is not a little strange that 
ihe framers of the system (he means ‘the hypothetical original 
system") should have chosen for marking the third station this 
faint group, to the exclusion of the brilliant and conspicuous 
pair and ¢ Tauri on the tips of the bull’s horns. There is hardly 
another case where we have so much reason to find fault with their 
selection.’ Asto this we may point out that a selection of those 
faint stars onthe partof Indians might have been prompted by 
the circumstance that they form the ‘head of the deer’ (mrigashi- 
ras), which plays a part in an apparently very ancient astral 
myth (see above), and hence had a good chance of not being omit- 
ted from a regular series, probably devised at a later period, of 
asterisms. We are not, it must be admitted, able to justify in 
some similar way an independent selection of this very same 
eroup by the Chinese and Arabs. It, however, appears to us that 
there is no other case where the three systems are atone in 
making a selection which could justly be called unaccountable and 
hence would supply a really valid argument for their derivation 
from one common original from. On the other hand it may, we 
think, be safely asserted that, provided there was one original 
series forming the common basis of the three historical systems, 
the deviations of the several systems from one another and the 
hypothetical prototype, really appear most of them quite unac- 
countable. We must leave it to students sufficiently interested 
in this matter, to ascertain and consider the signification of the 
details, 
4]. 
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The outcome of the above is that on the whole we feel 
inclined to say that the agreement of the three systems in the 
choice of asterisms as members of the series is far from being 
so marked as strongly, not to say inevitably, to: suggest: the 
conclusion that they all are copies, more or less modified, of one 
original prototype. We rather should say that there is no greater 
agreement than was practically inevitable on the conditions 
of the problem, viz., of selecting 27 or 28 asterisms which on the 
one hand were not very remote from the Eeliptic and hence could 
conveniently be used to mark the daily progress of the moon, 
and on the other hand were sufficiently conspicuous to rivet the 
attention and determine the choice on the part of observers in 
no way concerned to establish a system satisfying rigorous, 
theoretical or scientific demands, On the other hand we must 
allow that the differences from one another of the three systems, 
do not by themselves suffice to negative the hypothesis of their 
original connextion. For reasons which we inay not be able to 
assign in detail, but the existence of which can easily be imagin- 
ed, each nation may have effected independent changes in the 
original series. ‘The case night eg., have been that the original 
series, by whomever devised, on the whole followed the Ecliptie 
more closely than any one of the historical series ; and that a 
certain people while adopting it on the whole modified it in 
certain details suggested by their previous astronomical notions 
or fancies—eliminating e.g., faint stars wh ich although near to 
the Ecliptic had not previously been specially noticed or named 
by them, and substituting for them others with which they had 
been familiar in this way. We might, for instance, account in 
this way for the fact that the Hindus—assuming them to have 
adopted a series invented by some other people—replaced by the 
conspicuous asterisms Shravana and Shravisthas certain stars leas 
conspicuous but much nearer to the ecliptic which may have 
formed part of the original system and are actually included in 
the Chinese and Arabian series. What after all remains in force 
is the consideration that the formation of a zodiac of 27 or 28 
asterisms, although in a way natural enough, is by no means 
something necessary or inevitable: and that hence attempta to 
establish some historical connexion between the ceveral zodiacs 
of that kind actually met with have a good deal of a priori 
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justification. The question of the possible common origin of the 
three systems is in fact one which we cannot help raising. 
Whether a satisfactory solution can be found for it, is another 
matter. 

As far as we are aware, none indeed of the several scholars 
who have given attention to the lunar zodiacs, appears to favour 
the view that each of them might have been independently origi- 
nated by the nation to which it belongs; as said above,the gene- 
ral opinion seems to have been and to be that the several systems 
exhibit so striking an agreement in detail that the hypothesis 
of a common origin is the overwhelmingly more probable one. 
But as to where that origin is to be looked for, opinions differ 
widely. Thea priort possible solutions of the problem, of course, 
are numerous. It might be claimed for any one of the three 
historical systems that it represents the original one of which the 
other two are mere copies or adaptations. Then again, the system 
might either have been communicated by the originating nation 
independently and directly to each of the other two nations; or 
it might have been taken over directly by one of the latter only 
and by them transmitted to the third nation. Or else, it might 
be held that the original system was not devised by any of the 
three nations who acknowledged lunar zodiacs ; but was prima- 
rily elaborated by some other (fourth) people from whom the 
Hindus and Arabs and Chinese borrowed their systems. And 
on this supposition again the process of borrowing may either 
have been a direct one in each case ; or else one nation may have 
borrowed directly, and then imparted its knowledge to the 
other two. We will, however, not waste time on an examination 
of general possibilities or probabilities; but at once proceed to 
give concise accounts of the more important theories regarding 
the origin and history of the lunar zodiac which have been 
actually set forth and advocated by scholars of note, 

The simplest plan will here be to proceed in historical 
order, and we may begin with Colebrooke who gave the first 
acholarly and thorongh exposition of the Indian naksatra 
system. Colebrooke does not refer to the sieu system; as to 
the naksatra system, he was of opinion that it was an indige- 
nous Indian product, and was borrowed from India by the 
Arabs when they, at a comparatively late date, became acquainted 
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with Hindu Astronomy. The first to undertake a definite 
discussion of the character and relations of all the three systems 
was the famous French astronomer and phycisist J. B. Biot who, 
in 1837, published in the ‘Journal des Savans’ a series of 
papers bearing the title * Recherches sur l'ancienne astronomie 
Chinoise, publiées a1' oceasion d'un mémoire de M. Ludwig 
Ideler sur la chronologie des Chinois,’ L, Ideler, the well- 
known astronomer and antiquarian (author of a‘ Handbook of 
Mathematical and technical Chronology’ which until quite 
recently maintained its position as the foremost book on this 
subject) had, in the dissertation named in the title of Biot's 
papers, given a description of the Chinese sieu system (founded 
on information derived from Gaubil, the French 18th century 
Missionary whose several works on Chinese astronomy are even 
now the main source of our knowledge of that subject), and 
without entering on a discussion of the question concerning 
the possible connexion of that system with the lunar zodiacs 
of other nations referred to the sieu asa sories of ‘ lunar man- 
sions.’ The main aim of Biot's papers is to impugn this latter 
view and to establish, instead, what he considers the true theory, 
in the first place, of the origination of the sien system and next 
its relation to the other so-called lunar zodiacs, There is 
nothing, he thinks, to connect the sien with the moon, apart 
from the comparatively irrelevant circumstance that their num- 
ber amounts to 28, and that the Arabian and Indian systems 
indeed suggest a special relation to the moon of their 27 or 22 
asterisms. But the Chinese system must be taken altogether 
by itself and interpreted on the basis of a comprehensive 
knowledge of the development of astronomical theory and practice 
on the part of the Chinese. That the sieu could not originally 
have been intended to mark the progress of the moon in the 
course of a sidereal month, he considers to be sufficiently 
proved by the extraordinary inequality of their extent : observers 
at all interested in sub-dividing the sphere in accordance with 
the gradual advance of the moon could not have failed to map 
out equal or nearly equal stellar spaces. And for the actual 
unequal divisions the true reason admits of being traced. The 
Chinese were, as we have good evidence to maintain, from very 
ancient time, in the habit of observing the meridian transite of 
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certain important stars and to note their time intervals. In the 
beginning the main objects of observation were the stars of 
certain circumpolar constellations (the Greater Bear, the Lesser 
Bear, the Lyre, ete.) which for some reason or other had early at- 
tracted attention ; later ou, it was found more convenient to note 
the transits of stars situated near the celestial Equator in the 
ease of which observations are more easy and yield more 
accurate results; but the choice of those equatorial stars was 
throughout determined by the requirement that they should 
have the same, or nearly the same, right ascensions—and 
hence shonld pass through the weridian at the same or 
nearly the same time—as the anciently observed and familiar 
circumpolar stars. This view, Biot thinks, furnishes the 
clue toa complete and rational interpretation of the origina- 
tion of the sieu series with its, otherwise wnaccountable, in- 
equalities. On the basis of laborious caleulations of the 
co-ordinates of the siew stars in ancieut times he arrives at the 
conclusion that those stars were selected and the sicu series 
thus formed about the time of the ancient Chinese emperor 
Yao who may be designated as the first historical, or at any 
rate semi-historical, personage in Chinese history, and under 
whom moreover—as related in the Shu-king, the most ancient 
Chinese book preserved—attempts were made to determine the 
pluces of the solstices and equinoxes with reference to certain 
stars which are included in the sieu series. The condition of 
admitting into that series such equatorial stars only as have 
the same right ascension with certain circumpolar stars, Biot 
thinks, at once explains the otherwise unintelligible inequality of 
extent of the several sieu; for it, of course, greatly restricts the 
selection, Of the 28 stars constituting the eutire series, twenty- 
four only can, however, be referred with good reason to the time 
of Yao; the four remaining stars, Biot holds, were added about 
twelve centuries later, under the Emperor Tcheu-Kong, for the 
reason that they very accurately marked the places of the sols- 
tices and the equinoxes at this latter period. The sieu system 
thus had originally nothing whatever to do with the moon \ this, 
apart from other facts, appears from its having originally 24 
members only). Its evident purpose was to supply the Chinese 
astronomers with a series of stars, conveniently situated, the 
12 
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co-ordinates of which were well ascertained, and which, therefore, 
could be advantageously used as points to which to refer the 
places of solstices anc equinoxes, and generally of sun, moon 
and planets. The whole sieu system thus bears from the begin- 
ning a decidedly scientific character: the determining stars of 
the sieu are in fact strictly analogous to the fundamental stars 
of modern astronomers 7. ¢,, stars, the position of which is deter- 
mined with rigorous accuracy aud which, therefore, may be used 
as points of reference for other observations. 

For the so-called lunar zodiacs of the Hindus and the Arabs, 
Biot holds, it can be proved neither that they are the out- 
eome of strictly astronomical or scientific considerations, nor 
that they existed at so early a time as the Chinese series. We, 
therefore, may look upon them as adaptations of the latter. The 
system must be assumed to have been transferred to India at some 
time later than 1100 #. vo, for it was not before this latter date 
that the series was raised from 24 to 28 members): when the 
Hindus, either not recognizing or not interested in its scientific 
character, arbitrarily substituted new stars or groups of stars for 
many members of the old series, fancifully brought their series 
into special relation to the moon and generally misused it for 
astrological purposes, The Arabian menazil finally must also 
be viewed as an adaptation of the Chinese system, influenced, 
however, t some extent by the naksatra system of the Hin- 
dus. Here also we meet with the secondary idea of bringing 
a system originally devised for quite different purposes, into spe- 
cial connection with the moon, and generally perverting it from 
astrological motives, 

Biot's theory as to the origin and history of the siea— 
nakeatra—menuazil system, as shortly sketched above, has been 
the starting point of all Inter discussions of this subject and, 
therefore, possesses a considerable historical interest, But there 
probably is no one at present inclined to accept his results. As 
early a5 15th his views concerning the mode of origination of the 
Chinese eystem were submitted to an incisive criticism on the 
part of the late Professor Whitney (the tnain points of which were 
later on re-stated by him in the essay referred to above) the entire 
soundness cf which must be evident to every careful student. 
In the first place, as Professor Whitney points out, there is 
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absolutely no historieal evidence in favour of Biot’s account. 
The Chinese annals tell us only that at the time of the em- 
peror Tchen-Kong the place of the winter solstice was deter- 
mined as falling within a certain sieu, but not that an original 
series Of 24 asterisms was at that time amplified into one of 
28 members, by the intercalation of those stars which hap- 
pened to mark the solstices and equinoxes of the period; the 
latter is simply a hypothesis of Biot's, Nor do the old Chinese: 
books anywhere hint at the selection of (Biot's) original 24 as 
terisms having been determined by regard for cireumpolar 
stars having the same right ascensions; we only learn from 
them that certain stars of the latter class were early objects 
of attention. Historical evidence might, however, perhaps, be 
dispensed with, if Biot’s results were in themselves convin- 
cing. But on this point also Whitney achieves a complete, 
and, in fact, very easy victory. One has only to peruse some- 
what carefnily the comments by which Biot essays to justify the 
connexion, asserted by lim, between the determining stars of 
the sieuw and certain circumpolar stars abont 2357 8.0. to discern 
at once the utter weakness of the argument: the impression pro- 
(uced by a few rather close agreements is utterly destroyed by 
a majority of glaring disagreements, and Biot's attempts to 
account for the latter can hardly be characterized otherwise 
than as futile. Moreover, as also pointed out by Whitney 
(following Sédillot and Wilhams), Biot reasons throughout on the 
assumption of the sien having heen from the beginning single 
stare, not groups of stars; while an impartial examination of the 
older documents reveals that, like the Naksatras and Mendzil 
they originally were most of them groups of stars—the inequa- 
lity of extent of the stellar divisions thas finding its natural 
and simple explunation in the unequal extent, of the constella- 
tions. Biot’s theory as to the origination of the sieu system 
thus has donbtless to abandoned. Whether, apart from 
this, it after all must be considered an old indigenous Chinese 
institution, possibly going back to the time of Yao—this is an 
altogether different question which will claim our attention 
later on. As to the alleged transmission of the system from 
China to the more western nations, Biot has to offer no evidence 
whatever; he in fact treats this side of the problem very 
47. 
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superficially, not even ¢.y., raising the question whether thers 
may not be reason to assign to the Indian Naksatra series an 
earlier date than 1100 a. c.—when, as we saw above, the Chinese 
aystem is supposed by him to have assumed that final form in 
which the Hindus borrowed it. 

That a man of such eminent ability as Biot came persistently to 
advocate a theory so evidently destitute of any solid foundation, 
affords matter for legitimate wonder. The fact seems to be 
that he allowed himself to be fascinated by the idea of being 
able to show that this ancient series of 28 asteriams was estab- 
lished on what might be called a truly scientific basis and for 
truly scientific purposes; and it ia known that he, somewhat 
wnaccountably, was inclined generally to overrate the capacities 
of the ancient Chinese for exact observations and scientific 
thought. He, moreover, was right in maintaining that, as {nar 
as the older Chinese literature is concerned, there are no traces 
of any special connexion of the sieu-stars with the moon, And 
there further were two special circumstances which no doubt 
tended to blind his eves to the general wnsoundness of this 
hypothesis; in the first place, the fact that there ore at any rate 
some close agreements between the right ascensions of sien stars 
and cirecumpolar stars at Yao's time; and in the seeond place, 
the peculiar circumstance that in a certain region, compris 
ing four sieu, the Chinese series really follows with surprising 
cleseness the Equator of Yao's time: separating itself there 
completely from the Indian and the Arabian series. This choice, 
on the part of the Chinese, of stara comparatively dim but close 
to the equator, to the exclusion of much more conspicuous stars 
near the Ecliytic —-such asa the Maghiis and Phalguni of the 
Hindus (recognised by the Arabs also)—probably more than 
anything else confirmed Biot in his view of the series in its 
Chinese form having originally not been an ecliptical one but 
eonnected with the Equator of Yao's time. We must admit that 
the pecaliar deviation of the Ohinese series, in that place, 
towards the Equator has not been aecounted for by those who 
reject Biot's general hypothesis: But this local and partial 
confirmation of Biot's views is, of course, overwhelmingly 
counter balanced by their general improbability or rather 
impossibility. 
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The next attempt to formulate a theory regarding the origin 
of the lunar Zodiae and the historical connexions of its several 
forms was made by the late Professor A, Weber in his paper on 
‘ Die Vedischen Nachrichten von den naksatra’ (published in the 
Transactions of the Berlin Academy; L870), This dissertation 
is specially meant to combat Biot’s views, on other grounds 
however than those on which Whitney proceeded in his criticism, 
Professor Weber does not examine the intrinsic soundness of 
Biot’s theory: he in fact repeatedly acknowledges what he 
calls Biot’s ‘scientific superiority ** and declines to meet him 
ov his own ground, 

What he undertakes is to challenge the validity of the histori- 
cal premisses of Biot's conclusions. Biot had, in a way, taken 
it for granted that the sien system of the Chinese goes back to a 
very ancient period ; Chinese tradition, he holds, does not allow 
us to tloubt of the existence of a complete sien series of 25: 
members at, at any rate, 1100 n. o., and the references to certain 
giew stars in the oldest books, such as the Shooking, make tt 
at any rate highly probable that the complete system was in 
existence at an earlier period already (the legitimacy of this 
initial ass mption being finally fully proved by the ‘scientific’ 
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"We may permit ourselves to point out thut this deference to superior 
scientific qualifications, expressed by Professor Weber and others with regard 
ta Biot's speculations, implies a certain want of clear insight into the nature 
of historien-astronomiecal researches of this kind. None, of course, but a fully 
competent Mathematician or Astronomer could, or would, undertake to 
challenge the result of Biot's calculations of the right ascensions, declinations, © 
ele., of certain cireumpolar and equatorial stars 2100 years before the Christian 
Era (the formulas of which calculations were worked out by Biot himself with 
great fulness in the 3rd yolame of his Treatise on Astronomy). But there is 
no reason whaterer why a Philologist or Antiquarinn, provided, of conrse, he 
possess clear ideas concerning certain elementary astronomical facta and 
relations, should hesitate to examine and criticize the conclusions which the 
astrouomer may finally attempt to draw from the results of his calculations. 
When Biot places before us. in the clearest possible tabular form, a full state- 
ment of the positions of the siew and other stare at Yao's time, it ia quite open 
to the mere ‘ Philologist’ (which incompetent person Biot on more than one 
pocasion attempts to rule out of court) to point out that the few close agree- 
ments between the places of the sieu stars und certain circumpolar stars are 
nltogether too weak to support the burden of Biot's general theory. This ia 
what was rtone, later on, in the most convincing fashion by Profeasor Whitney. 
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demonstration of the system haviny bean really formed at the 
time of Yao), Against this Professor Weher argnes that there is 
no positive evidence for the complete sieu series having been 
recognised by the Chinese earlier than about 250 s. 0. (when 
a writer called Lou-pou-ouey mentions the names of all the 
28 sien); that it is more than doubtful whether the book called 
Teheou-li—which refers to the 28 sien, without however giving 
any details about them—can really be dated hack te 1100 4. e., 
as Biot had unhesitatingly assumed—: and that finally those 
Chinese books which really may claim a high antiquity, e.g., 
the Shooking, wention indeed by name some of the stars which 
later on appear as members of the sieu series, but nowhere 
allude to the existence of a complete series of that kind at their 
time, The only sound conclusion from the historical evidenre 
Professor Weber holds to be that a zodiac of 28 members was not 
known to the Chinese earlier than a few centuries before the 
Christian era, at a time when, as other circumstances go to show, 
there was some active intercourse and exchange of ideas between 
India and China, or at any rate a transference of ideas from 
India to China. And as, on the other hand, there can be no 
doubt that a lunar zodiac of 27 or 28 members was known to 
the Hindus much earlier than let us say 300 a. c.—for we find 
such a zodiac clearly recognised in the later Sambitas as well as 
the Brahmanas—it, of course, is altogether impossible to maintain 
us Biot did that the Indian series was borrowed from the Chinese. 
The reverse process on the other hand cannot be considered as 
impossible. On the whale, however, and taking into account the 
not unimportant divergences between the Indian and the Chinese 
series a5 well as certain curious agreements between the Chinese 
and the Arabian series, Professor Weber thinks it the likeliest 
hypothesis that the original home of the entire system is to be 
looked for not in India but somewhere in Western Asia: from 
where it later on was borrowed by Indians, Chinese and Arabs 
alike. This hypothesis would not exclude the possibility of, at a 
subsequent period, the three historical systems having influenced 
each other in details: the Arabian series, e.g., Professor Weber 
thinks, shows decided traces of having assumed its final shape 
under the influence of the naksatra system. As the seat of the 
original system it would for several reasons recommend itself to 
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look in Babylon, where the study of the starry sky is known 
to have been cultivated from very ancient times, and whose 
central position favours the view of elements of culture having 
been imparted From there to more peripherically situated coun- 
tries—Arabia, India and China alike. Professor Weber admitted 
that apart from these speculations us to probability, there are 
only a few positive facts which, in a way, seem tw indicate 
the recognition of a lunar zodiac by the Babylonians; but he 
thought it probable that in the course of progress of Babylonian 
and Assyrian research more cogent evidence for the hypothesis 
would be forthcoming. 

We refrain from analysing the few facts actually adduced 
by Professor Weber: they indeed are altogether weak and incon- 
closive ; the question of the general probability of the Babylonian 
theory will claim our attention later on. Professor Weber is 
generally admitted to have been right in claiming for the Indian 
system an antiquity which at once precludes its being looked 
upon as an adaptation of a Chinese series fully elaborated at no 
earlier date than 1100 8.0. And he further rendered a decided 
service to the treatment of the question by emphasizing the need 
of a careful investigation of the age and trustworthiness of the 
Chinese sources. Whether his scepticism in this direction was 
not carried too far, we shall consider later on: also whether he 
was right in looking wpon the tinal Arab series as constituted 
under the influence of the Naksatra system. 

While Biot had undertaken to vindicate the original zodiac 
of 28 stars for China, and while A. Weber had maintained, 
if not the absolute originality, yet the relative priority of the 
naksatras to the sieu and also the mendzil, the latter had fownd 
ther champion in Seédillot the younger (chiefly known through 
his researches in the fiekl of Arabian astronomy). This scholar 
arrivedl at the coneclosion, mainly formulated in opposition to 
the theories of Biot, that the three nations must be held to 
have been from very ancient times in the independent posses- 
sion of lunar godiacs of their own: but that among the three 
zodiacs the Arubian one is much the most rational and suitable 
and that this zodiac at a comparatively late period pene- 
trated into India and China and there led to a rectification and 
systematization of the oli indigenous series which in the course 
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of time had become defective and incoherent (cf, Sédillot’s 
‘Matériaux, pour servir al' histoire comparee (es sciences mathé- 
matiques chez les Greca and les Orientaux’; 154)). 


Among other scholars, excepting those of quite recent times, 
who have dealt with the question of the origin of the Naksatra 
system, we finally must mention the late Professor MaxMuller 
and E, Burgess (the joint translator with Whitney of the Sirya 
Siddhanta), who agreed in claiming for the Naksatra system a 
purely Indian origin, without in any way exhaustively dealing 
with the wider question of the relations of the several Innar 
zodiacs, Professor MaxMaller who developed his views at some 
length in the preface to the fourth volume of his edition of 
the Itigveda, did not throw much light on the problem. And 
of Burgess we ean only say that he was a wellmeaning |put 
altogether uncritical advocate of the originality of Indian astro- 
nomical science in all its stages and branches. 


After the first important papers of Biot, Weber and Whitney, 
on the origin of the himar zodiac, the controversy was continued 
for some length of time by the two latter scholars who, although 
hy no means fundamentally opposed to each other on the main 
issues, yet disagreed as to many details. Professor Weber in 
1362 supplemented his first paper on the ‘ Vedischen Nach- 
richten von den nakeatra’ (‘Historieal Introduction '}, by a 
second paper of very great value in which he, very methodically 
and with astonishing learning, arranged and discussed! all those 
passages from the Veda (including the Sittras) which in any way 
throw light on the Hindu lunar stations; and later on in various 
papers (inostly published in his ‘Indische Studien’) defended 
his views of the origin and history of the lunar zodiae against 
Whitney, who while not being the equal of his antagonist in 
Vedio learning was decidedly superior to him in insight into 
what we may call the astronomical aspects of the problem. In 
one, and in fact the most important, potut, however, the two 
eminent scholars showed themselves in the end in general agree- 
ment; for Whitney also came in course of time to look upon the 
hypothesis of the lunar zodiac having been first devised by 
same people of Western Asia and imparted by them to the three 
nations, as on the whole the most probable one, 
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1 was this latter view also which gradually gained ground 
in what we may, in contradistinction from the views held by 
special enquirers, call learned public opinion. All attempts to 
demonstrate that one of the three historical forms of the lunar 
zotliac was the direct prototype of the two others had failed ; 
while at the same time there remained the general likelihood of 
so peculiar an institution not having originated independently 
in several places but spread from one original centre. And 
certain considerations, no doubt seemed to point to Western Asia, 
more definitely Babylon with its ancient special cultivation of 
astronomical science—the proofs for which, resting on the study 
of genuine Babylonian documents, were rapidly accumulating-— 
and its conveniently central position. The bypothesis certainly 
deserved to be entertained and set forth as a by no means 
improbable one; but as generally happens in such cases the 
uneritical desire of assuming historical connexions on an insuffi- 
cient basis widely asserted itself and we consequently find i 
stated Ly quite a number of writers on Oriental antiquities, 
within the last thirty years or so, that the lunar zodiac beyond 
doubt was invented by the Babylonians and imparted by them 
to the different other nations. Persons making this assertion 
did not take account of the adverse circumstance that while 
owing to continued excavations of documents in the cuneiform 
character and to the strenuous and highly successful labours 
of a rapidly increasing band of Assyrian and Babylonian 
scholars, our knowledge of the history, civilization and culture 
of the nations anciently settled on the lower Euphrates and 
Tigris, was constantly advancing in all directions, and among 
the rest many texts of an astronomical or astrological character 
were discovered and in at least a superficial way interpreted, 
not a single definite trace of an ancient Bubylonian lunar zodiac 
was forthcoming. The documentary evidence to the even- 
tual turning up of which Professor Weber had confidently been 
looking forward, as a matter of fact obstinately refused to pre- 
sent itself. The import of this negative result should have been 
clear to the nnbiassed eye: it should have been diseerned that 
with every further year of Babylonian research which failed to 
reveal evidence of a Babylonian lunar Zodiac, the hypothesis of 
a Babylonian origin of the nakeatras, sien, and mené&zil lest 
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a further part of its strength, That this actually was not seen, 
but on the contrary the Babylonian origin of the system came 
more and more to be spoken of as a matter of course, is a some- 
what curious phenomenon. 

We now have to notice the courageous attempt made by 
Professor F. Hommel, the well-known Assyriologist, to prove 
the Babylonian hypothesis, in spite, so to say, of the absence 
of all positive evidence. Professor Hommel’s speculations on 
this point directly connect themselves with that important 
book in which the first successful step was taken to estab. 
lish a scientific basis for the study of Babylonian astronomy : 
we, of course, mean Professor Epping's work ‘ Astronomisches 
aus Babylon’ (1889). We cannot in this place enter into any 
details as to Epping’s ‘epochmaking’ labours (which since 
the lamented death of the author have been continued with 
even more brilliant results by Professor Kugler): it suffices 
for our purposes to state that the interpretation of certain 
tablets containing records of planetary positions some centuries 
before the Christian era, among other things established the 
fact that the Babylonian astronomers followed the practice of 
referring the positions of the planets (as of sun and moon 
also) to a certain number of fixed stars situated near or not 
far from the track of the ecliptic. The exact number of 
the stars thus employed is not yet known, but it certainly 
exceeded thirty, and possibly (we cannot enter into a statement 
of the reasons for this assumption) amounted to thirty-six. 
Laborious calculations of the actual places of the planets on the 
dates recorded on the tablets enabled Professor Epping to 
identify the fixed stars thus employed by the Babylonians ; and 
the result is just what might be expected, in so far as the list 
includes all the brilliant stars close to the ecliptic ( eand 8 
Tauri, a and  Geminorum, « Leonis, etc.) and, in those sections 
of the ecliptic where no brilliant stars are met with, a certain 
nuntber of less conspicuous ones. Almost all of the Babylonian 
names of these stars show that they were viewed as forming 
part of the twelve great zodiacal constellations ; we, e:g., find 
it stated that on a certain night Venus appeared in the eastern 
sky, and above her the western star of the head of the Ram, 
at a distance of four yards ; or again that on some other night 
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Mars appeared, and above it the western star of the mouth of the 
Twins, at the distance of eight inches. It will be observed that 
there clearly is no obvious connection between these thirty or 
thirty-six ‘ normal’ stars (as they have appropriately been called) 
of the Babylonian Astronomers; and the 27 or 28 asterisms 
which constitute the lunar zodiacs of the Arabs, Hindus and 
Chinese, But that in spite of this absence of obvious con- 
nexion the Babylonian normal stars must be considered the 
prototype of the three historical forms of the lunar zovliae is 
the thesis of Professor Hommel. It will be worth while to 
indicate and criticise concisely the ateps of his argumentation ; 
for the opinion seems to prevail in certain quarters that his 
researches on this point have at last supplied the long felt 
desideratum of a convincing proof of the nakeatra and similar 
systems having been borrowed from Babylon. 

What constitutes the first glaring discrepancy between the 
Babylonian series of stars and the series acknowledged by the 
other nations, viz., the difference of number— Professor Hommel 
undertakes to remove in a somewhat lLeroic fashion. Assuming 
that wherever two of the Babylonian normal ‘stars appear to 
be closely connected by their names (as when we meet with 
‘the eastern’ and ‘the western’ star of the head of the Ram; 
or ‘the western and the eastern star of the mouth of the 
Twins’) the two originally were viewed os constituting one 
asterism only, he manages to reduce the series of thirty or more 
normal stars to one comprising twenty-four members only. He 
next submits the series of the 27 or 28 naksatras to a similar 
process; maintaining in the first place that where the Hindu 
series exhibits pairs of naksatras bearing the same name and 
distinguished only by the addition of ‘former’ and ‘latter’ (as 
e. g., Pirva Phalguni and Uttara Phalgunt) one original asterism 
was later on split up into two; and extending, in the second 
place, this argumentation to the Arbian series also, with the 
result that both those series present themselves in a, supposed 
earlier, form of ate as mem bers,” aes the somone 
Chinese series, a stated above, Biot held the Geilo that in China an 
original series of 24 had heen expanded into one of 28; but this assump- 
tion moves «nm lines totally different from those of Professor Hommel’y 
argumentation aod in no way confirms the latter. 
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Arab and Indian series with the reduced Babylonian one, Pro- 
fessor Hommel next finds that there is a prevailing agreement 
between all three as to the special stars selected to form part of 
the series; and from this finally concludes that the Babylonian 
series—about whose great antiquity there can be no doubt—was 
at an early period borrowed by the Hindus who afterwards ex: 
tended it by the addition of 3 or 4 further asterisms, the motive 
of the extension being specially to adapt the series to the sidereal 
revolution of the moon. The Arabs, on the other hand, may be 
held to have raised their series of 24 {also taken by them from 
the Babylonians) not independently, but under the influence 
of Hindu astronomy, As to the relation of the Chinese series to 
the Babylonian one Professor Hommel does not attempt to give 
any details. 

The weighty objections which lie against Professor Hommoel’s 
argumentation are not difficult to discern. We do not wish to 
criticise the validity of the arguments he supposes to tell in 
favour of an original Babylonian series of 24 members: we only 
remark that they are far from convincing. But we must deci- 
dedly protest against the assuniption of an original Hindu series 
of 24 nakeutras and a corresponding Arab series, In Indian 
literature the naksatras appear, most unmistakably, in original 
connexion with the moon: the whole raison d'étre of the 
system lie’ just in this connexion. The Hindu Yodine in 
fact is nothing if not a lunar one and, therefore, cannot be 
imagined to have included at any time less.than 27 asterisms. 
That in three cases there are pairs of naksatras specially eon- 
nected by a common name in no way proves that there was an 
original series of 24; for in each of those cases the two naksatras 
in question, together form a very conspicuous quadrilateral 
figure naturally suggesting the combination of the two into one 
figure. It is indeed quite possible that the Hindus had an 
original * Phalguni’ constellation of large extent which, later on 
when tlie idea occurred to them of dividing the sphere in depen- 
dence on the revolution of the moon, was differentiated into a 
a purea and an uttara Phalguni but this does not, of course, 
prove that the old “Phalguni’ was a member ofa recognised series 
of 24 asterismus. Similarly there isno sound reason whatever 
to postulate an initial Arabian series of 24 asterisins ; that there 
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was such @ series and that it was amplified by the Arabs under 
Hindu influence, simply is a gratuitous assumption on Professor . 
Hommel's purt. And if we finally come to examine critically 
that thoroughgoing agreement of the Babylonian series of stars 
and the Arab and Indian lunar zodiaca on which Professor 
Hommel lays such great stress as being the most important, in 
fact decisive, link in his chain of proof, we have to recall to 
our minds those considerations on which we above laid stress 
when serutinising the alleged prevailing agreement of the three 
historical formes of the lunar zodiac which, according to some, 
goes so far as to exclude all doubt of their original identity. 
A large number of those special cases of agreement prove 
nothing because they were inevitable; astronumers bent on 
selecting a series of stars to which the positions of the planets 
and sun and moon could most suitably be referred, and men 
simply interested in singling out such stars or groups of stars 
as might be used to mark the nightly progress of the moon 
among the constellations, could not but hit upon the same 
stars in a large number of cases. When, on the other hand, we 
eome to those cases where there was something like a real 
choice open to the framers of thn several series, we find that 
wherever the historical lunar zodiacs exhibit an agreement 
which may be called characteristic, there at the same time is a 
marked disagreement, which also may be called characteristic in 
ite way, between the Babylonian series of normal stars and the 
Arabian menazil (to which alone we need attend here, because 
as pointed out by Professor Hommel, these on the whole more 
closely agree with the Babylonian stars than either the nakstras 
or the siev.) We above, following Whitney, referred to the 
inclusion, within all the three lunar zodiacs, of three faint stars 
in Orion's head as the most striking coincidence between the 
three series; but just there the Babylonian series completely 
separates itself from the zndiacs, taking in—in a way that must, 
from the poirt of view of observing astronomers, be called 
highly sensible—the two stars g and ¢g Tauris which in that 
place form the natural link in an ecliptical series. Again, 
where the three zodiacs agree in selecting certain stars in the 
tail of Scorpio which are considerably removed from the Ecliptic 
towards the south—one of those agreements which though 
a7, 
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natural cannot be called inevitable—the Babylonian series pre- 
fers a star close to the ecliptic (? Ophiuchi), And again where 
all the three zodiacs go to a considerable distance north of the 
ecliptic in order to take in four stars from Pegasus and Andro- 
ineda which form a conspicuous square (appearing in the Hindu 
series as the two Bhadrapadas), one of the stars of the corres- 
ponding Babylonian section is 7 Piscium, close to the track 
of the ecliptic. And similarly in other cases. There in fact 
is no single agreement between the Babylonian series and 
the menazil for which true proving force as to the original 
identity of the two series can be claimed. Nor is it difficult 
to find a reason for this characteristic disagreement, for a definite 
difference of the motives acting on the framers of the several 
systems very naturally suggests itself, The framers of the 
Indian and Arabian series and probably those of the Chinese 
also—were not actuated by what can properly be called scientific 
considerations; to them it sufficed to map out a series of 
asteriams which were not on the whole far removed from the 
mcon's and sun's track, and to which the motions of the former 
luminary could be referred without much difficulty in a rough 
way; they consequently had no objection to including within 
their series certain bright and conspicuous asterisms which lie 
at some, even some considerable, distance from the Ecliptic. 
That asterisms of this latter kind, soliciting the eye and stimulat- 
ing the fancy, should be preferred to dimmer and less interesting 
stars closer to the Ecliptic, really is what just might be expec- 
ted. Those men on the other hand who selected the Babylonian 
normal stars were observing astronomers (regarding this point 
the nature of the astronomical tablets ou which those stars 
appear leaves no possible doubt) and hence naturally included 
in their series by preference those stars to which the positions 
of the planets (as also of the moon and sun) can on whole 
be referred with the best chance of accuracy, i. ¢., stars as clos: 
as may be to the Ecliptic. This difference of motive, of course, 
also explains why the Babylonian series comprises single stars 
only, while the three zodiacs take in a small number of bright 
single stars, but prevailingly groups of stars, A further cha- 
racteristic circumstance differentiating the normal stare of the 
Babylonians from the asterisms of the lunar Zotac las to 
08, 
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etc., even though the Impression is there, there is no cognition 

of the nature of Remembrance. : 
(216). ‘All the same,’ the opponent resumes, ‘we cannot 
dismiss the fact that seuse-organs are operative only with 
regard to objects they actually get at (are characterized by what 
is tachuically called Pra@pya-kiriteam) ; for this is what we learn 
from our experience of really existing things (and hence as the 
falsely surmised non-existent silver cannot be got at by the 
sense-organ, 80 that sensuous cognition is impossible, the 
cogaition must be regarded as Remembrance).’ Nat so, 
we reply. We have already explained that just as the sense- 
organs bring about cognitions only when aided by the actual 
proximity of the object (which thus is got at), Lmpression (to 
which alone Remembrance can be due) can bring about eogni- 
tions only when it is aided by other moans of knowledge: this 
is a fact (ascertained in the case of Recognition) which also 
refuses to be dismissed. (And hence the nusconception of 
silver cannot be regarded as due to Impression). And in case 
Impression itself. is regarded as constituting a ‘contact’ (with 
the sense-organ of Mind), it becomes all the more patent that 

‘sens-contact " is not absent (in the case of the idea of silver). 
(217). Then again, the view that the false surmisal of silver 
is due to impression alone independently of any other means of 
Knowledge, necessitates the assumption that the that-idea (which 
18 an essential factor in all ordinary reinembranca) is somehow 
obscured or eliminated, and this naturally gives rise to the 
further question ‘whence this elimination’: all the more, since 
the silver having been cognised on previous occasions as qualified 
by present time and certain other characteristics, we should 
naturally expect that, in the case of subsequent cognitions 
brought about by the impression left by the previous cognition, 
the silver should again present itself to the mind with these 
very same characteristics ;—for this is the result actually 
observed in the case of recognition. [And yet this is not found 
to be the case in the cognition under discussion, which, therefore, 
cannot be due to impression alone.) It cannot be maintained 
that the that-elemment is climinated from the cognition owing to 
certain defects; for the relation to the object (the that) consti- 
tutes the very nature of the impression, and therefore never can 
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be absent from it. But, the reply may be, what we ascribe 
to defects, is the elimination of the that-element (not from the 
impression but) from the act of remembrance! What then, 
we ask, constitutes that defect? The answer will be that ‘it is 
that to which misconeeption (biranti) is due, according to the 
Logician.” But in that case (1. ¢, if the absence of the notion of 
that in all forms of misconception were due to a defect), the 
notion of that would be absent even from such forms of miscon- 
ception as ‘ this silver is not different from that silver’; or, ‘this 
is that same silver’; or‘ that same silver has again come before 
me’ ;—in all of which the silver that comes in is the silver in 
general referred to by that, Lf this were not so, the absence of 
the notion of that would alse not be possible inthe ease of the 
misconception * this is silver.’ We here close this digression 
from our main theme. 

(215). Nor lastly can it be held that Recognition is a form 
of cognition totally other than ‘Remembrance’ and ‘ Direct 
Apprehension.’ For if not partaking of the character of direct 
apprehension, tt would pass into the category of wrong cognition 
(since right cognition bas been defined as the ‘ direct apprehension 
of the real nature of things’). Nor may you reply to this— 
‘Let it be so, we do not mind"; for the Logician when denying 
the momentary character of things brings forward the fact of the 
‘recognition’ of things as a proof of their permanent character. 
Moreover if you were to establish your definition by abandoning 
something (riz, ‘recognition’) which is universally known to 
fall under the category to be defined (riz, right cognition) this 
would imply the absence of all rule regarding the framing of 
definitions.® 

(219). The conclusion, therefore, is that you have no good 
reason to maintain that in the definition of right cognition 
\prami), the word anuhhara ‘direct apprehension}—which 
denotes a Aind of cognition—is included for the purpose of 
differentiating it from Remembranee. 





® One means to test the validity of a definition is the enquiry whether it is 
applicnble to all things to be defined. This canon of definition would have to 
ba given up if, for the sake of upholling our definition, we were to exclude 
from it things that it admittedly should include. 
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(D) [Direct Apprehension cannot be defined as ‘ what is other 
than Rememberance’: for the characteristic features of anubhtte 
ag well as smriti are found to co-exist in Recognition ; and 
moreover this difference from Remembrance cannot be shown 
to be either from all Remembrance or from any individual act 
of remembrance, | 





[Page 187.) (320). Nor® may Direct Apprehension be 
defined either as ‘what is other than Remembrance,’ or as 
‘what is destitute of the character of Remembrance.’ For we 
have already shown that the characteristic features of ‘ Remem- 
brance’ and * Direct Apprehension are actually mixed up (viz., 
in Reeognition}); and hence the term anuhhiit: would fail to 
differentiate (right cognition from all other kinds of cognition). 

(221). The former of the above definitions cannot be accept- 
ed for the following reason also, What, we ask, do you mean by 
saying that Direct Apprehension is other than Remembrance? 
That it is other than some particalar remembrance? or other 
than all remembrance ? or that it is destitute of the character of 
Remembrance ? 

(222). The first of these alternatives would imply that any 
particular remembrance also is direct Apprehension, for the 
reason that it is other than some other particular remembrance ; 
for this latter particular remembrance from which the former 
differs does not cease to ba Remembrance; and hence being 
other than it, will be equivalent to being other than Remem- 
brance, ’ 

(223). Nor can the second alternative be maintained. For 
in what way can you ascertain that a certain right cognition is 
other than certain particular remembrances that may be, let us 
say, in my mind or in the mind of some other person? Of these 
you evidently can have no idea. For in the first place, ordinary 
people like ourselves (who do not possess the insight due to Yoga) 
caunot perceive the thoughts of other people by the senses. 
Nor, in the next place, can we manage to do so by inferences 
or by presumption (arthapatti); since men of limited powers of 
percaption, as we are, cannot in all cases perceive either the 


ee a 





® Here begins the refutation of the second and third alternative definitions 
of anubhizi, set forth in para 179. 
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probans (on which an inference depends), or the eventual im- 
possibility on which presumptive reasoning depends. Nor can we 
form, in all cases, ideas of the remembrances in other people's 
minds on the basis of words (shabda, verbal information): for 
we cannot count, in all cases, on snitable words (to express those 
remembrances) being available. That, lastly, analogical reason- 
ing (upamana) and the rest cannot help us, is evident. How then 
should it be ascertained that a certain right cognition is other 
than all particular remembrances ? And as this cannot be known, 
the definition under discussion clearly is invalid, You 
will perhaps meet this conclusion by arguing as follows:—'A 
man who has a parceptive (intuitive) cognition of a remembrance 
in his own mind knows it a3 possessing the generic character 
of Remembrance ; and as all remembrances, arising at any time 
in the mind of any person, have this same generic character, he 
knows them also in the same intuitive way (his inner organ 
which motliates the ‘intuition being, through that generic 
character, in indirect contact with all individual remembrances 
wherever taking place). The case is analogous to what takes 
placa in inferential cognition, where at the time when we 
apprehend the invariable concomitance of two things, we also 
intuitively apprehend all the individual things belonging to the 
two classes, through an indirect intuition mediated by the contact 
of the inner organ with the generic characteristics of the 
two classes.’ But this reasoning is not right. For your 
conclusion, as well as the instance whereby you endeavour to 
establish it, are both open to serious objections. Were your 
arguments valid, it wonld follow that the man who intuites 
one thing as kaowable, would—through the above mentioned 
contact with the generic character ‘ knowability'’—have an 
intaitive knowledge of all that is knowable 7. ¢., the whole 
universe! I[f you accept this conclusion also you clearly regard 
yourself us omniscient ; but I shall believe in this your omnis- 
cience ouly if you can toll me what is going on in my mind! 
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(E) [Direct Apprehensien cannot be defined as‘ what is desti- 
tute of the generic character of Remembrance’; for negation of 
amriitoa may also be mutwal negation, and the latter is present 
in emriti also, Nor can absolute negation be intended, since 
thia also would make the definition too wide, Nor lastly, can 
it be argued that between two acts of Remembrance there holds 
good not pure negation, or differance, but difference combined 
with some kind of non-diffarence, and that hence the negation 
of Remembrance cannot subsist in any Remembrance. For 
there is nothing to show that in anwhiit: also there may be 
difference, as well as some kind of non-difference, from Remem- 
brance, | 


(224). Nor, lastly, can we accept the third alternative defi- 
nition. For what, we ask, do you mean by * direct Apprehension 
being destitute of the character of Remembrance’? Do you 
mean that it implies the negatio1 of the character of Remem- 
brance ? or tliat its essential character (seariipa) consists therein 
that it has Smpititea (the elass-character of all remembrance) 
for its counter-entity ? or that it isthe cognition of that character 
of the substratum ? 

(225), The first of these alternatives is inacceptable. For 
the mutual negation (anyonyabhava) also of the character of 
remembrance is “negation of the character of remembrance’ ; 
and as such mutual negation is present in remembrances also 
(for each individual remembrance implies the negation of other 
individual remembrances), they also would be included in Direct 
Apprehension! And the definition thus failing to exclude 
remembrances, the qualification (1. ¢., the “being other than 
Remembrance,’ which in this definition of anubhava qualifies the 
general term ‘jiana,’ ‘cognition’; becomes futile. And if, in 
order to avoid this, the term qualified (1. ¢., jf@%a, cognition) 
were to be left out, (se that the definition of anubhava would 
be not ‘cognition other than remembrance,’ but merely ‘ what is 
other than remembrance’), the definition would include other 
mental states also as—e. g., desire. 

(226'. It might be urged that what is meant by ‘ negation 
of the character of remembrance’ is (not mutual negation) but 
‘complete negation of all relationship to the character of remem- 
brance ' (which complete negation, of course, can never reside 
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in any remembranee), Bat this also we cannot allow. For 
what, we ask, do you mean by ‘complete negation of relationship 
to the character of remembrance’? Is it ‘negation of relation- 
ship qnalified by the character of Remembranee'? or is it 
‘negation of the character of remembrance qualified by relation- 
ship’? or is it something else that you mean by this peculiar 
expression of yours? 41s to the first alternative we point out 
that as the mutual negation of the character of remenibrance is 
present in each individual remembrance (for in one remembrance 
there is abeent that individual relation to Smrititra which is 
prasant tn others), you lapse into the same absurdity as before 
(see the preceding paragraph); for remembrance is not ‘relation- 
ship to the character of remembrance’ (and hence there may be, 
in remembrance, absence of the latter). For the same reason 
the second alternative also cannot be accepted ; for any particular 
remembrance is not the same as ‘character of Remembrance 
qualified by relationship’; and hence we may maintain that there 
is mutual negation between any particular remembrance and 
the character of Remembrance qualified by relationship: and 
thus the aforesaid objection remains in force, And this objeo- 
tion will remain valid even though you go on adding the quali- 
fication of ‘relationship’ to every ‘negation’®; and moreover 
your procedure would lead to the reprehensible assumption of 
an endless series of such qualifications. 

(227). Nor may you urge, against this, that there is no need 
to assume an endless series of relationships, for the reason that 
the ‘relationship to the character of remembrance’ is not con- 
nected by means of another relationship, but that such relation- 
ship constitutes its very nature, For in that case it will be all the 
more impossible for you to keep clear of the objection brought 
forward on the ground of the natural negation of the relationship 
of remembrance ; since according to your latest assertion the 
introduction of a further qualification in the shape of another 
relationship means nothing more than what is already expressed 
hy the ‘relationship to the character of remembrance.’ 

“If you assert that though there may be mutual negation between tho 
particular remembrance and the ‘character of remembrance qualified by 
relationship’, yet there is no Semsargibhdea between the two ;—we shall again 
ask * what do you mean by this’, and so on. 
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(298:, Moreover, how can there he an absence of relation- 
ship (to the character of Remembrance; in Direct Apprehension 
—considering that you hold that the relationship between two 
things is net something apart from them, and that therefore 
the relationship to the generic character of Remembrance and 
the individual Remembrance possessing that character are both 
of the nature of,—t.e., non-different from,—the Relationship ? 
Is it the form orcharacter (svartipa) of ‘Direct Apprehen- 
sion, or the form of ‘ Relation to the generic character of Re- 
memibrance’ that is not present (in Direet Apprehension) ? 
[And since both these forms are present] what then is it that 
could be negatived ‘by the negation of ‘ relation to the generic 
character of Remembrance’ which is held to be identical with 
the two forms mentioned)? And if that which is negatived is a 
relation quite different (from the ‘relation to the generic echar- 
acter of Remembrance’), this negation would apply to an indivi- 
dual remembrance (no less than to Direct Apprehension); for 
you also hold that in Remembrance there is no such relation 
as is something different from it,—your theory being that the 
relation between the individual remembrance and the generic 
character of liemembrance is nothing else but the very nature 
(svarupa) of the two. 

(229). * The Logician resumes as follows :—" Even though it 
is possible that the Direct Apprehension and the * relationship to 
the class character of Remembrance’ may be present in their 

*The disestablishment uf the definition of anvbhave as ‘that which implies 
the negation of the character of Smita’ lias so far proceeded on the view that 
the Sameargabhira of Smrititta resides in Direct Apprehension. [t now 


is propesed to shew that this latter nesumption jteelf is not tenable, According 
to the Lovician, the relation to (or connexion with) o certain general character is 
nothing apart from that relation or connexion and the individual thing in 
which the general character resides. Applying this general principle to the 
case in questiin we must admit that the Samsarga of Smrifitea and the 
individnal Smritt must both be regarded’ as nom-different from the Sumparga, 
Therefore, tu say that in anwbhétr we have the absence of Samearga, would 
mean that there is absent in onmwhhws either Smritt or Smrititra-Samaarya, 
But Smriti is the sume os anuhiitt, insamuch as both are dharmn te, 
objects qualified by certain characteristics ; to say therefore that Smrits 
is absent in anubhuts, would be equivalent to denying the Scarupa of anubhai, 
Nor can Smrititea-Samaarga b® absent from qanubhiiti ; for Smriti certainly 
beara some relation to anubhiiti. If, on the other hand, what ia denied of 
anubhiti were a Sameorga distinct from the two things which the Logicians 
hold to be identical with the Samsarga,—that new Samearga would be absent 
from Smeiti also (for the Samaarga of Smriti has been declared by the Logician 
to be nothing different from those two things) And then would be 
no difference between Smriti and anubhita. 
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respective individual forms, yet the two have not the capability 
of giving rise to mutually connected ideas; it is only where 
stich capability exists that the two individual forms are said 
to constitute a ‘relationship’ (so in the case of Smriti and 
Smpititra-Samsarga),” But this also we cannot admit, For 
that capability of which you speak is not possible unless there is 
shown to be present some generic character which comprises 
and determines all spacial cases of such capability.® And if for 
that purpose you were to put forward some such other generic 
character, the same difficulties would meet you with regard to 
the connexion of that also; with the result that you would have 
to go on searching for one generic character after another, ad 
infinitum. 

(230). [Page 1968.] TBut even if we were to admit your 
explanation, what is it, we ask, you mean to deny with 
regard to Direct Apprehension? What we deny with 
regard to Direct Apprehension, the Logician replies, is its 
capability of giving rise to the idea that the ‘relationship 
to the character of remembrance’ and Direct Apprehension 
are connected (related), This also will not do, we reply; 
for you can not deny the capability, on the part of Anubhuti, 
of giving rise to the said idea in its erroneous form.t 
What we deny, the Logician replies, is the capability of 
Anubhitt to give rise to a true idea of that kind! If, 
we reply, you admit the existence of a true idea of that kind, 
it follows that Direct Apprehension may have the character of 
Remembrance !§ If, on the other hand, you do not admit this, 








* That ia to say, it will be necessary to point ont a general character or 
feature present in all cases where two things have the power of suggesting 
each other, as is the cose, ¢. 7, with any Smriti and Smrititea-camaarga, 

fT It has so far been shown that there is nothing ta determine that ‘ remem- 
branee’ and‘ the relationship to the character of Remembrance’ have the 
eapability of producing ihe idea that they are related to each other. Tt now 
is proposed to sliow that even if this were the case, the definition of Direct 
Apprehension is not established. 

¢ There will be nothing to prevent a man from forming the erroneous con- 
ception *Direct Apprehension and the relationship ete., are related’; hence 
we cannot deny the capability of Anubhati to produce that idea: 

§ Tf the idea ‘Direct Apprehension ond relationship to Remembrance are 
connected” ever is a trap one, the character of Remembrance cannot, ot least 
in that case, be denied of Anubhiits. 
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with regaril to what then would you assert the absence of the 
capability of production? If you mean to assert that Direct 
Apprehension is devoid of the enpability of producing that idea 
which hag absolutely no existence, the assertion will have to be 
extended to Remembrance also; for although there may be 
some such true ideas produced by Remembrance, there will be 
non-capability of production on the part of Remembrance also, 
with regard to that absolutely non-existing (untrue) idea which 
is other than those true ideas. Nor may you represent the matter 
as follows :—'the difference which we statute between Direct 
Apprehension and [tecollection is that the former, and not the | 
latter, is incapable of producing all (any) ideas of that kind 
(no stress being laid on the distinction of true and untrue idens),’ 
For in the first place we have no means to form a right notion 
of all individual ideas of that kind; and, further, we ask, what 
do you understand by all in this connexion? Do you mean that 
Anubhatt ia incapable of producing all ideas of the kind that 
exist? or all that do not exist? or all that exist as well as all 
that do not exist? If you hold the first or second alternative, 
such inecapability belongsto Remembrance also; for no parti- 
cular remembrance is capable of producing all the ideas—of 
the form ‘Remembrance and relationship to the character of 
remembrance are related '—which preeent themeelves with regard 
to all remembrances (the fact being that each individual remem- 
brance produces such an idea with regard to itself only), And as 
regards the incapability of producing some sucli idea, we have 
already refuted it. If, on the other hand, you were to accept the 
third alternative, then the said incapability would not he present 
in Anubhati either ; for as to the idea that has true existence, we, 
just because it does exist, cannot deny to Anubhuti the capabi- 
lity of producing it ; and as to the idea that has no true existence, 
nothing can, for that very reason, be denied of it. 

(231). At this stage the Bhatta-Mimamsakas come for- 
ward with the following argument :—‘ You have argued that 
the definition of Anwlhuti (as that which is marked by the 
absence of Remembrance) is too wide, on the basis of there he- 
ing present, in particnlar remembrances also, the mutual 
negation of the character of Remembrance which belongs 
to other individual remembrances. This, however, cannot be 
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admitted ; for according to the bhed@-bheda-view (i. é., the view of 
difference together with non-differnce), there is, in any particular 
remembrance, difference as well as non-difference, with regard 
to the generic character of Remembrance; and where there is 
this “difference with non-difference,’ there can be no mutual 
negation (and hence mutual negation of Smrititra cannot reside 
in auy particular Smpiti).” This argumentation also is un- 
sound we reply. For how do you ascertain that Remembrance, 
and not Anubhiti, is different as well as non-different from 
the generic character of Reinembrance? We refuse to accept 
the reply that ‘this is ascertained thereby that, as a matter of 
fact we have no valid cognition of Anubhati as qualified by that 
difference-with-non-difference.’ For, we ask, do you base your 
assertion on the absence of a cognition that has true existence, 
or of one that has no true existence? In either case your 
reasoning fails, as shown above, (i. e., 1f the right cognition has 
true existence it cannot be denied; if it has no true existence, 
no assertion, including denial, can be made regarding it). Nor 
can it be said that the right cognition denied is that which is 
the counter-entity of prior non-existence (i-e., that which has had 
no previous existence), For if you admit that such right cogni- 
tion exists with regard to Direct Apprehension, the latter comes 
to be what you seek to deny (7. ¢., qualified by the character of 
Remembrance).° And then as regards the absence of mutual 
negation between the individual Remembrance and the general 
character of Remembrance—which really is nothing but the 
two things themeelves,—-this would belong to Direct Appre- 
hension as well; since it would be open to the argument put 
forward by us above, viz,,—that Direct Apprehension is not ‘ the 
mutual negation of the Character of Ramembrance’ ? 





* To say that in Direct Apprehension there is s ‘prior non-existence’ of 
right cognition, is to admit that though the cognition did not exist before, it 
exists now ; the right cognition of Direct Apprehension thus is qualified by 
the character of Remembrance. 
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(F) [The Logician now argues that while it may be admitted 
that the mutual negation of Remembrance is present in indivi- 
dual’"Remembrances, the presance of absolute negation of Remem- 
brance is quite inadmissible. Bat this we meet at once by 
denying that there is any real difference between those two 
kinds of negation. Every attempt of the Logician to prove 
such differance upon a difference of the counterentities of the 
two kinds of negation lands him in difficulties from which he 
is unable to extricate himself, He cannot, ¢.9., argue that 
while mutual negation has for its counter-entity Identity, 
absolute negation has for its counter-entity mere connexion or 
co-existence, For were it so, the destruction of the jar would 
not be a case of negation of the latter kind.] 





(232.) [Page 200.) The Opponent now takes upa different 
ground. ‘ We grant,’ he says, ‘that the objection (based upon the 
possibility of mutual negation between the ‘character of Re- 
membrance’ and ‘an individual remembrance’) cannot be met by 
postulating that between these two there is difference-with-non- 
difference (as attempted in para. 231); but you cannot deny the 
distinction between ‘ mutual negation’ and ‘ negation of Samsarga’ 
(on which our answer is primarily based) ; since this distinction 
is based upon the fact of our having, in ordinary experience, 
two distinct conceptions,—viz., on the one hand, * this thing is 
not that thing’ ‘where thera is Anyonyabhiea, ‘mutual nega- 
tion’); and ‘that thing is not here’ (where thera is abso- 
lutea nagation of relation, Samzarg@haea). [And thos, even 
though there is mutual negation between Smpititra and 
Smriti, there can be no absolute negation of relation between 
them]. But this also we deny. for, as a matter of 
fact, there is no dilferenea in the character of the counter-entities 
of the two kinds of negation ; nor is there any dillerence between 
the two due to any other characteristics; nor, lastly, is there 
any difarence in kind batween the two. As for these reasons, the 
said concsption of dilfsrance, although present, does not prove 
itself to ba valid, it mast ba disragarded, being no more than a 
‘false witness.’ 

(233), Against thia the Logician may state the difference 
between the two in the following way:—' Mutual negation is 
that negation which exists at the same time and place as its 

Kh, 12]. 
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counter-eutities (1.¢., the things each of which implies the negation 
of the other); while absolute negation of relation is such negation 
as is something quite apart from the counter-entities. (That is, 
the mutual negation of the jar and the cloth exists in thoae 
things ; while the absolute negation of the connexion of the jar 
with a certain place—' here there is no jar’—cannot co-exist 
with the jar).' But we cannot accept this distinction : be- 
cause it is open, in turn, to the following unanswerable objec- 
tions :—(1) @tm@shraya ‘vicious circle); (2) ananubhava (being 
contrary to ordinary experience); (3) svabhedananugama (the 
impossibility of a comprehensive conception of such negation) ; 
and (4) tattadaragaminabhyupagama. (the impossibility of the 
idea of any individual negation),® 

(234, [Page 203.) The opponent states the distinction in a 
different form :—' Absolute negation of relation is that negation 
which has relation (Samaarga) for its counter-entity ; while 
matual negation is that negation which has for its counter-entity 
“ lilentity " (of two things). In this way the two do not 
become: mixed up; for the negation of the identity of relation is 
hot the negation of relation, since it has identity for its counter- 
entity.’ But this also is unsound : for on this definition, the 
destructions which subtances, qualities and actions undergo ou 
being reluvad to their inherent (Samacayi) causes (as when e. g- 
the jar on being smashed is reduced to clay) would not be vases of 
absulute negation of relation ; aud if this destruction has for its 
counter-eatity “relation ’ (as demanded by the definition), then— 
inaaimuch asin the presaut case the relation is that of Inherence 
(Qamaoaya, which includes the relation of causa and effect), 


© Theae objections are thus explained by the Shuikurt:—(1) Abhdea 
negation) is defined as that which is other than bide ; and the character of 
being other thon bhdea is defined as consisting in the mutual negation of 
bhira; thus Negation is defined in terme of negation :—this constituting 
Atmashraya, * dependence on self' or ‘defining in a circle.’ (2) In order to 
avoid this‘ circle,’ it will be necessary w assume mutual negutions ad infinitum ; 
but no soch endless negation in ever cognised in ordinary experience. (3) And 
a9 in this case it will not be poasible to speak of the ‘mutual negation,' vio cone 
prehensive notion of the negation or diffsrence of anything will be possible. 
(4) And Instly, as any such endless series of negations will nut be cognisable 
by any person who is aot omniscient, the theory will strike at the root of all 
conception of individual negations. 
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it will follow that Samariyea ts non-eternal (while yet according 
to the Logician all Samariya is eternal). Moreover, if we 
accepted the above definitions, neither of the two alhtras would 
ever have for its counterentity things such as jars .since, accord- 
ing to the definitions, the counter-entity is either samsarga or 
taid@itmya); and this would mean that jars and the like would 
be unlimited (either in time or space) as time and space are. 
And lastly, on this supposition (rz., of individual things 
such as the jar and the like, not being factors of the counter 
entity), you wauld have for counter-entities of your negations 
all ‘relation’ and ‘ identity,’ without any special qualification ; 
and this would amount to the total denial of Relations and 
Identity; and if (in order to avoid this: you were to include 
im the counter-entity special things (jars and the like), the 
negation would be a total negation of those things also (ie,, 
it would imply that those things have no existence whatever). 
And if agnin, in order to avoid this; you were to run after the 
relation of the relation (i.e, if you were to say that what is 
denied ia only the relation of the relation), this would imply 
that the relation itself is not touched (by the negation, and 
therefore has unlimited existence ; as was above asserted of the 
things). And if, tm order to avoid this, you were to say that 
we must assume a series of sameargas in which the negation of 
each link implies the negation of the preceding link, we reply, 
that this involves the objectionable assumption of an infinite 
retrogress. And again, if to avoid this, you were to say that 
you stop at a certatn link of the series, negativing, not the further 
Samrarga of that Samearga, but that Samearga itself :—there 
would be total denial of that Samsarga; and this woul! imply 
the total denial of the preceding link, and so on and on, the 
retrogressive action resulting in the total destruction of the 
whole series, 

(235). [Page 205.] The Logician may set forth a differant 
view of abiara. The opposition, he may say, between the 
counter-entity and its correlative (1, ¢, between the thing 
negatived and the negation) is not implied in their very 
nature (so that the existence of the one would imply the 
absolute. non-existence of the other); it means no more than 
that the two cannot exist together; what is implied in the 
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existence of one, therefore, only is that the other does not co-exist 
vith it,—not that it has absolutely no existence at all, 
But this also we cannot admit, For (if the opposition between 
the two means no more than that) then at times the thing nega- 
tived might become identical with the negation, ‘But’, 
the Logician replies, ‘how can that he, considering that a valid 
cognition to that effect (ofz, of the identity of the two) has 
no existence !’ Consider, we rejoin, what this reasoning 
implies, You admit that the opposition between a thing and 
its abhaira—which you define as incapability of co-existence— 
rests on the non-existence of a valid cognition, and hetce it ja 
avilent that incapability of co-existence cannot on its part, 
determine that latter non-existence, Nothing, therefore, remains 
bat to conceive the opposition between right cognition and its 
non-existence as one of essential contradiction.* * But why,’ 
the Logician rejoins, ‘should not that opposition also be viewed 
as consisting therein that there is no valid cognition of the 
co-existence of the two ?’ Because, we reply, this principle 
might be unduly extended.’f Let us then, the Logician 
rejoins, give the following form to our last definition, that 
there never is a valid cognition ete. This also, we reply, will 
not do; for a universal assertion of this kind could be made only 
with reference ta generic character; and hence between any two 
things taken as individuals the opposition would not hold good.t 
(236). [Page 207.] Well, the Logician says, let us then 
conceive the opposition between a negation and its counter- 
entity to consist in the fact of their having an inherent 





* What opposition is there between the right cognition and the absence 
(abhdva) of the right cognition? Clearly it cannot be mere ‘absence of 
co-existence’; for you have above attempted to base ‘absence of co-existence’ 
upon "sbsence of valid cognition.’ We, therefore, are compelled to allow an 
opposition of essential nature between prama and its absence. 

1 When thinking of air, ¢ y., we do not cognize the co-existence of colour 
and touch ; and this ‘absence of valid cognition’ might be imagined to estab- 
lish a general opposition between colour and touch ; while yet the two clearly 
ec-exist in earth or water. 

+ When we say that two things can never co-exist, the statement can only 
refer to their jatir i. ¢., ganeric characters which exist at all times ; not to 
individual things which are transitory, and regarding which » negation refer- 
ning to all time would have no sense. 
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incapability of being validly cognised as co-existent. But, 
we ask in return, what should this incapability, said to belong 
to the things, be, apart from the characters of being just the 
coanter-entity and its correlative? You may not say that it 
is just the individual character of the two; for he also who 
holds that there is a relation between the two (ase, g., the 
relation of enunter-entity and its correlation—which relation 
implies the co-existence of the two) admits the two to have 
distinctive individual characters (s0 that the latter cannot 
constitute opposition in the Logician's sense} Nor may you 
attempt to improve your definition by explaining ‘individual 
characters to be those characters which are such—1. ¢., between 
which there is no relation. For this imposes on you the task 
of distinctly explaining what constitutes individual character of 
that kind (and this you are unable to do). 

(237). And further, (if the opposition meant by you were 
nothing more than incapability of co-existence), what difference 
would there be between the opposition of the generic character 
of the cow and the generic character of the horse on one hand, 
and the opposition between negation and its counterentity, on 
the other hand? And moreover, how could opposition thus 
understood meet cases where there actually te a valid cognition 
of the co-existence of Negation and its counter-entity (as in 
the case of a swiftly moving chariot which, at any moment, 
we cognize as being and as not being in contact with some 
point of space) ; and when there is such a valid cognition, why 
should the Logician seek to establish the opposition by other 
methods (by the explanation ¢. g., that the contact is with one 
point of space, anc the non-contact with another),—considering 
that the actual existence of the valid cognition (riz., in the given 
instance, of contact and non-contact existing together) proves 
that the contrary notion (of tle two not being capable of co-exist- 
ing) is not valid (and hence need not be established at all}, 

(238.) [The Logician now takes up the thread of the argu- 
ment set forth by the Vedantin in para. 234, viz., that if the 
counter-entities of absolute Negation and mutual Negation were 
Relation (samsarga) and Identity (tada+mya) respectively, no 
negation at all would be possible of jars and the like things]. 
The two negations, he says, are the negations not of mere 
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Relation and Identity, but of those two as qualified by (or along 
with) the jar and the like; and an affirmation or negation which 
is thus qualified can never be without taking in the qualifica- 
tion also (aa ¢. g., the jar). This explanation also, we 
reply, is not open to you. For if the negation of something 
that has a certain qualification is the negation of that qualifira- 
tion also, the negation of the identity of relation will also be tlie 
negation of relation; and thus the objection we urged against 
you (para, 225) sticks to you all the more tenaciously.® 
Bat, the Logician will perhaps say, the negation of relation 
(to the generic character of Remembrance) which I referred to 
(as characteristic of anubhutt) is such as does not have identity 
for its counter-entity (and hence even though the negation of the 
identity of the relation to the generic character of Remembrance 
might belong to Remembrance, it would not matter), and similarly 
the negation of identity may be conceived as that which does 
not have relation for its counter-entity. But this also cannot 
be admitted; for in that case, in the first place, the negation of 
the relation of identity, as well as the negation of the identity 
of relation, would be totally different kinds of negation ; and, 
secondly, your assertion would mean that ‘ what is to he regarded 
as the negation of Relation is that negation of Relation which is 
not the negation of Identity’; and in this the second qualifying 
samsargay would be quite superfluous (as this would be the same 
as saying that the negation of relation is that negation which etc.) ; 
and thus while aiming at adding to your definition of Direct 
Apprehension something further, in the shape of * negation of 
Relation’, you finally come to lose even the expression ‘negation 
of relation.’ Then again, in this explanation of yours, the denial 
of the negation of identity would apply to the negation of 
identity also. For [you define the ‘ negation of Relation ' simply 

*Tthad been argued above (para. 225) by the Vedtntin that if direct 
apprehension (enwbititi) were defined a8 that which implies the negation of 
relation to the generic character of Remembrance, then, inasmuch ns Negation 
of the identity of the relation to the generic character of Remembrance is 
present in Remembrance also, the above definition would apply to Remembrance 
also. And now the Logician himeelf nsserts that the negation of the identity 
of relation is the same as the negation of relation. 

Ti.«, the qualification which is inserted by the Logician to the end of 
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as that which is not the negation of identity; but this cannot 

serve to exclude the negation of Identity, because] we never 

can have a valid cognition of the form ‘the negation of Identity 

is the negation of Identity’ [and unless we have this cognition, 

the definition of * Negation of Relation’ will apply to the negation 

of Identity also). The cognition is impossible because the 

co-ordination of subject and predicate in a judgment has a 

meaning only when there is some difference of character between 

the two, as ¢.g., in the judgment ‘ the lotus is blue,’ But in the 
case of the judgment in which ‘Negation of Identity’ is subject 
as well as Predicate, no co-ordination is possihle; and hence 
your definition of * Negation of Relation’ will unduly extend to 
the “Negation of Identity’ also, What, moreover, would be that 
other thing residing in all negations of Identity of which the 
‘negation of Identity’ could be predicated (in the assertion 
‘Negation of Identity is negation of Identity}? If that thing were 
mere Negation, the assertion would assume the form ‘ Negation 
of Identity is Negation’; and this would be far too wide (as 
including all kinds of negation) ; and if any particular ‘ negation 
of Identity’ were that with regard to which the ‘negation of 
Identity ' were,meant to be predicated, then all other particular 
‘negations of Identity ' would have to be regarded as ‘ Negations 
of Relation.’ 

(239). The above reasoning applies to all definitions where 
other things are sought to he excluded by the addition of the 
clause ‘ other than the thing to be defined.’ For 

‘Just as you do not predicate of any thing the negation of 
that thing, so you cannot predicate the thing of itself; for valid 
¢o-ordination stands in need of some difference of character’ (29). 

‘And if the thing were predicated of itself in some other form 
(either of greater or lesser extension), then, on the supporition 
of that form also, you will be met by the same difficulties as 
pointed out above’ (30). 

[If this * form’ is of greater extension than the thing defined, 
the definition becomes too wide: if it is of less extension, it 
does not take in all the individual things sought to be defined,] 

(240). Again (if the ‘negation of relation’ is defined as 
that megation which does not have Identity for its counter-entity), 
the negation of relation of the ‘ negation of Identity ' would also 

8 


352 [spawn Trovent: Khandana, 


be excluded (7. ¢., it would not be regarded as a ‘negation of 
relation,’) as it would have identity as a factor of its counter- 
entity). Should the opponent reply that, inasmuch as he 
does not admit any such further negation as the ‘negation of 
relation’ of the ‘negation of Iden tity ° (such negation of a nega- 
tion leading to an infinite regress), the stated objection cannot 
be brought forward on the hasis of any such negation ;—we 
meet this by pointing out that accord ing to this view he could 
hot accept the negation of Identity of the negation of Identity 
(t. ¢., he could not speak of anything as not identical with the 
negation of Identity); and how then could any distinction be 
made between the ‘ negation of relation’ and the ‘negation of 
Identity,’ on the ground of the former not having ‘ Identity’ 
for its counter-entity ; since all distinetian implies negation of 
Identity ? The opponent will perhaps reply —‘ the negation 
of Identity’ of ‘ the negation of Identity’ reall y is nothing more 
than the latter itself ;“and on this we may, in an altogether un- 
exceptionable way, base our conceptions of distinction between 
the different kinds of negation (without any infinite regress 
being had recourse to). Well, we reply, if such is the case, 
we may, with equal validity, make the same assertion with regard 
to ‘the negation of relation’ of ‘ the negation of Identity.’ 

(S41). [Page 214.] Then again, when you say that the 
negation of relation is that negation which does not have 
‘Identity’ for its counter-entity, you thereby deny all negation 
that has Identity for its counter-entity ; and this would come 
to mean that the ‘negation of relation’ is of the nature of 
‘ldentity ’ itself; for‘as the two negations destroy each other 
like Sunda and Upasunda (who slew each other), the result 
will be the firm establishment of Identity. And in. this 
unqualified * Identity’ the whole world will be included; and 
as that which you understaad by ‘negation of relation’ is 
also a part of the world, this your‘ negation of relation’ will 
identify itself with the ‘negation of Identity’; and thus all 
your ellorts towards the specification of Negations turn out to 
be entirely futile and ridiculous. It is an astonishing result 
indeed that the objection urged against your unspecified defini- 
tion applies with equal foree to the definition when specified or 
qualified. 
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742), Let me then, the opponent resumes, propound the 
following question: When we say ‘ the pillar is not the negation 
of the jar,’ does this mean that the pillar is identical with the 
jar? The answer can be a decided negative only, for the fol- 
lowing obvious reason, Ifthe whole world were nothing else 
but either ‘jar’ or ‘not-iar,’ then no doubt the denial of the 
pillar’s being the negation of the jar would necessarily mean 
that the pillar is the jar; but since as a matter of fact there are 
other things also, e.g., pillars, no such thing follows, 

(243). This is not so, we reply. Though besides the jar 
and the non-jar there ure other things, such as pieces of 
cloth, pillars, ete., yet no things whatever lie outside the 
sphere of what is covered by ‘Identity’ and ‘the negation 
of Identity’; for Identity (anyonya) without any qualifica- 
tion’ includes the whole world; and when this Identity 
(which includes the whole world) is negatived (by “negation of 
Identity’), the negation of this negation—which according to 
you constitutes the character of the ‘Negation of Relation’ 
would come to include the entire world. Specially consider that 
when it is affirmed that the jar is identical with (ia the very 
Self of) the cloth, the Identity here asserted is not something 
apart from the very nature of the jar itself, If Identity were 
held to be a certain property, otherwise termed ‘ non-difference’ 
(abheda), which (in the judgment ‘the jar is not the cloth’) 
would be denied with reference to the two things jar and cloth 
(so that the ‘negation of Identity’ would be only a property of 
the world, and not the world itself)—in that case the negation 
would be one of ‘relation’ and not of ‘Identity.’ We, there 
fore, conclude that the entire world is included in * unqualified 
Identity,’ and that there is no room for any other alternative. 

(244). [Page 217.) It, further, would, on your view, not 
be true that, when the jar is denied, its negation is affirmed, 
and when the negation of the jar is denied, the jar is affirmed : 
since according to you there exists something further (than jar 
and non-jar). Or, even if the above were allowed, the assertion 
‘the pillar is not the non-jar,’ would mean nothing else but ‘the 
jar is identical with the pillar,” and thus the difficulty which you 
put forward against us (para. 242) falls upon your own head. 
For that difficulty can be overcome only on the basis of a 
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distinction between the * negation of relation’ and the ‘ negation 
of Identity * ; and so far this distinction is not established, 

(245). For the above reasons it also cannot be maintained 
that the difference between the two kinds of negation should be 
admitted on the ground of experience (or ‘ consciousness’ : 
pratifi). [For our proof that the things are not distinct at once 
disposes of the attempt to establish their distinctness on the 
ground of difference of ideas). And then again, as the ‘ negation’ 
and the ‘ thing negatived ’ (i. e., the jar and the negation of the 
jar) are mutually contradictory, and as you are incapable to 
establish a differentiating specification regarding this law of 
mutual contradiction (which would make it applicable to one 
kind of negation and not to another), it remains an unshaken 
law that the negation of the one correlate implies the affirma- 
tion of the other ; and thus the negation of the ‘ negation of 
Identity ’ beyond dispute implies the affirmation of ' Identity.’ 

(246). As to myself the principle of ' non-explicability’ 
(non-definability ') serves as an adamantine armour, easily 
warding off the * arrows’ of objections based on ideas and the 
practical requirements of life [consciousness and practical life 
alike being alleged to demand the recognition ofa real difference 
between absolute and mutual negation]. My theory is that 
the world, being estublished by immediate experience, is some- 
thing other than an absolute non-entity (of which there is no 
experience at all); but that although on this account being 
(sattca) must be allowed to it, it yet is sublated (by reflexion), 
and hence must be held to be (not either real or absolutely non- 
existent but)‘ indefinable’ (anirvachaniya), 

(247). The distinction between the two kinds of negation, 

which is so constantly asserted on the ground of being a fact of 
consciousness, thus falls to the ground altogether ; for the 
impossibility of giving a rational account of the distinction of 
the counter-entities of these negations (i. ¢., the thir g8 negated) 
implies that the distinction as met with in consciousness has to 
be rejected. And— 
‘As the distinction of :these counter-entities can be estab- 
lished only on the basis of the distinction between the two kinds 
of negation—mutual negation and absolute negation—, who can 
remedy the ‘ vicious circle " here presenting itself ? (31). 

Kh. 130. 
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[Page 53.}—But a further difficulty here presents itself. 
How is it possible that anything should be superimposed upon 
the inward Self (Pratyagaiman)? We observe that in all 
recognised cases of superimposition the substrate is an ob- 
ject of the same kind of sense-perception as the thing super- 
imposed. But this is not so in the case of the Self into 
the idea of which nothing whatever of objectivity enters. 

What alone, we reply, is required for adhyasa is that the 
substrate and the thing superimposed should present themselves 
to consciousness as fused in one act of cognition. It is not 
required that the substrate should be an object; fer we cannot 
point to any negative concomitance proving this (i. ¢., it is 
not a rule that the absence of objectivity invariably goes to- 
gether with the absence of adhiyisa). Now in the case under 
consideration, (viz., of superimposition on the Self) there ts one 
cognition which presents a fusion of the Self and the Not-self 
viz., the cognition of the I. Of this cognition the Self indeed 
is not the object, neither in part, nor in its totality; for the 
Self is without parts, and is essentially not an object. But 
what presents itself in the form of the Eygo-consciousness 
ig the internal organ which is superimposed upon the Self 
and impregnated with the reflection of the Self—ecomparable 
to a mirror which is impregnated with the reflection of the 
universal ether. This ego-adhyfsa possesses a double aspect, 
just as the adhytisa ‘this thing before me is silver.’ For as 
in the judgment ‘the iron burns,’ two elements are pre- 
sented to consciousness,—riz., fire possessing burning quality, 
and iron; thus also in the judgment * I perceive’ or ‘ I know,’ 
twoelements are presented,—wiz., a Self that possesses perceiv- 
ing or knowing quality and an ‘obenal organ. That element 
of which we are conscious as liable to pain and change, as non- 
intelligent and distinguished from other objective existences 
such as the sense-organs, their objects and so on, is the internal 
organ. That element, on the other hand, of which we are 
conscious as the abode of delight, as absolutely unchanging, 
ag a mere witness or spectator, unalfected by what he witnesses, 
and as consciousness constantly present to all objective exist- 
elices—sense-organs, their objects and so on—is the Self, 
The Ego-consciousness tlius contains an objective (idam) and 
a non-objective (an-tdam) element. 


Viv. 127, 
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[The view of the composite character of the J is not indeed 
admitted by the Prabhakara who holds that the Z is nothing else 
but the cognizing Self, froa from any objective element: and 
that every act of cognition reveals the J or Self to be the sub 
strate of cognition. We may accept as valid the criticisms 
to which the Prabhakara, on the basis of this his view, subjects 
the theories of the Self, and the ways in which it is known, 
held by the Sankhyas, the Naiyayikas, the Sautrantikas. the 
Vijidnavadins, and the Bhattas respectively, ] 


Now this view of the nature of the Ego the followers of 
Prabhakara refuse to accept. For, they maintain, the  self- 
luminous cognition ‘I know the jar’ manifests the jar as the 
object and the Self as the substrate (subject) of cognition. What 
appears as the J is the Self only: the J contains no objective 
element whatever. Nor is there any force in the alleged 
analogy,—viz., that, as in the cognition ‘the iron burns’ the quali- 
ty of burning is something different from the iron, so in the 
cognition ‘I know’ the knowing subject is something different 
fiom the Ego. For, as to the former case, we sometimes observe 
the two elements in separstion—on the one hand, the cold lump 
of iron, and on the other hand, apart from the iron, fire; but 
the Ego aud the knowing subject are never cognised apart from 
each otlier, The Ego thus is neither more nor less than the 
Self; of which we are immediately conscious as the substrate 
(subject) of cognition. 

[Page 54.] The Saakhya indeed (denying this immediate 
coneciousness of the Self) claims to arrive at the existence of the 
Self by means of the following inference :—' the reflexion of 
consciousness in the non-intelligent internal organ presupposes a 
thing which is reflected, of a similar nature ; for it js a reflexion, 
like the reflexion of aface in a mirror.’ And others also hold 
the theory, in various forms, of the Self being known through 
inference only. But all these theories, the Prabhakara 
holds, are in conflict with the evident fact that in the Ego-con- 
scionsness the Self is directly presented. The different forma 
of inference, however, have a use in so far as they may convince 
others (materialists and the like) of the existence of the Self. 

Vio, 128. 
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Nor is there, the Prabhakara continues, any troth im the 
doctrine of the Logicians who maintain that the Self is the 
object of internal perception (the instrument of which is the 
manos); for there is uothing to prove that view. The pre 
sence and absence of the manas constitutes a necessary causal 
eondition with regard to the cognition of objects (which are 
known when the manas functions, and not known when it does 
not funetion), And as the Self is proved through the relation 
of its being the abode of this cognition of objects (1.2, as the 
Self, in each cognition of objects, at once presenta itself imme- 
diately as the abode of that cognition’, it is needless to assume 
another cognition (1.2, the abovementioned miinasa pratyak- 
ga) through which the Self should be known. 

Let us then, it might here be said, accept the view of the 
followers of Bhatta (Kumarila.) They argue as follows: The 
Self is an object of cognition, since it is directly perceived ; 
as a jar is. That fon this view) the Self is both the object 
of knowledge and the knowing subject, implies no contradic- 
tion; for we distinguish in the Self a substantial (dravya) 
element which is the object of cognition, and a conscious 
(bocha) element which is the subject of cognition. Nor does 
any contradiction arise here on the ground that the object of 
an action is the main factor pradhina) and the agent a mere 
secondary factor (guna) {and that one and the same thing cannot 
be pradh@na and guya as well), For we may view that element 
in the Self which is object as pradhina, and that element which 
is subject of cognition as guna. This view also the Pra- 
bhakara rejoins, is untenable. For what you eall the substan- 
tial element in the Self is non-intelligent, and hence cannot be a 
Self atall. There thus remains the conscioug element only; and 
if you view this as an object of cognition, you cannot rid your 
view of the two contradictions stated. Nor can it be said that 
that conscious element is capable of undergoing a change so as 
to have simultaneously the character of object and of subject of 
knowledge; for it is not made up of parts (and hence cannot 
undergo any change). And if, to escape from this difficulty, it 
were assumed somehow to undergo changes, like the fundamental 
matter (pradi@na) ef the Sahkhyas, the copgnising element 
would either not be apprehended as self-luminous and the abode 
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of knowledge, and this would be contradictory to the Bhatta 
view of the cognising agent; or it would be apprehended as the 
object (vigzya) of cognition: and this would imply that it isa 
Not-self, like the jar. It, therefore, must be held (and this leadé us 
back to the Prabhakara view) that the Self ia immediately known 
(pratyaksa) as the substrate of cognition, while jars and the like 
are immediately known as objects of cognition. 

The Sautrantika (Bauddha) will not allow this latter point,— 
viz., Jars and the like being immediately perceived; but proposes 
the following inference : ‘ the presentation to consciguaness, in the 
several acts of cognition, of the Images (pratibimha) of objects 
haa for its antecedent original things (himba) of the same kind, 
for it ig a presentation of something in something else, just like 
the presentation of the face in the mirror.’ But him we meet 
in the following way: In this cognitional act of inference, the 
original things either appear to consciousness (lirectly, apart from 
the images, or they do not. On the former alternative, your 
probans would fail in this very ease (this being a case of presen- 
tation of something in something else, and yet appearing directly, 
apart from the image). On the second alternative, since 
the thing to be established,—i.e., that the antecedent of the 
images is the real objects,—does not present itself to conscious- 
ness, the inferential cognition could not arise at all (the appear- 
ing to consciousness being non-existent, and this being the subject 
of your inference). We, therefore, maintain it as an undeniable 
fact that there is an immediate consciousness of objects (not an 
inference of them). 

Nor can we accept the view of the Vijhanavadin who holds 
that things are directly known only on account of their being 
(not external things, but) ideas. For it is a fact that the 
externality of things—which is not of the nature of an idea—is 
also immediately known. IE this “ externality ' were of the nature 
of idea, then its cognition would not be as liable to sublation 
as the cognition of silver in a shell [as according to the Vijildna- 
vadin, it is only things other than ideas that are unreal, and as 
such liable to sublation, like the wrong cognition of gilver]. 

We (the Prabhakaras) therefore hold that whatever is 
known—such as jars and the like—js immediately perceived, 
because it is an object. On the other hand, the cognition 
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(pramitt) is mot perceived, because it is (not an object but) 
self-luminous. 

[Page 50.) We, on this occasion, must declare against the 
views held by the Logicians and the Bhattas, respectively, as to 
the nature of knowledge (pramiti), The former teach that know- 
ledge—inhering through the so-called samavaya relation in the 
Self which through cunjunction (savhkyoga) is connected with the 
internal organ (the manas)—is itself immediately cognized 
(pratyakea) through another cognition—the relation between 
the two being the one of * Samyukta-samandya.' The 
Bhattas on the other hand hold cognition to be something that 
abides in the object known--and as such is denoted by the 
technical term praatya (manifested-ness) and itself is the object 
of another cognition. But both these theories are unten- 
able. For the view that one cognition isthe object of another 
cognition would imply that two moments of time exist together. 

To this the Logician might rejoin;—* You also accept the 
simultaneous existence of the two kinds of results of sacrificial 
acts—one, the immediate result being in the course of being 
destroyed, while another, the second result, in the shape of the 
long-standing apurva, not being destroyed, but just coming 
into existence. But there still remains another difficulty. 
lf the cause of something being apprehended consists either 
in the samacdya (according tothe Logician) or in the identity 
(according to the Bhatta) of that thing with another thing (the 
cognising Self)—which is connected (with the internal organ) 
by the so-called samyoga-relation—it will follow that the 
cognition which apprehends the cognition would at the sama 
time directly apprehend all the other qualities—such as size, 
taste, etc.—which reside, through samaraya or tadatmya, in the 
substrate of right cognition [and it, of course, is evident 
that such is not the case]. To this it might be rejoined 
that the reason of this not actually happening is that the cogni- 
tion which apprehends pramiti does not possess the capability 
of immediately cognizing either the attributes of the Self—such 
as extension and 50 on,—or the attributes of the jar, such as 
taste and so on. But even allowing this, we further must 
point out that as knowledge (pramiti) is in itself nothing but pure 
laght, it cannot possibly be held to be the object of knowledge 
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on the part of something else; while jars and the like no 
doubt are such objects. Nor may it be pleaded that the so- 
called prakatya is something produced in the object, (e. g., a jar) 
by 8 special energy of the Self called pramfra, and hence may 
be known through another cognition, just as colour and the other 
qualities of the jar. For of what kind should that energy of tho 
Salf ba—motion, (parispanda)? or change (parinfma)? The 
former is not poastble since that which is omnipresent cannot 
move. And as regards the latter alternative, we point out that, 
just as the Jar which is the result of a transformation of the clay 
has the clay for ita substrate, ao the prakatya—if the result of 
a transformation of the Self—woald have the Self for its substrate 
(and not belung to the object). If you rejoin that, just as from 
that change of the hair which consists in its turning grey there 
results olil age in the body, so the result prakatya may arise in 
the object in consequence of a cliange in the Self; —we ask, what 
do you understand by an object being the substrate of prakatya. 
Does it mean bsing conscious? or producing prakatya (‘ mani- 
festeduess ' of the object)? or being the substrate of the energy, 
termed ‘cognition,’ which produces prakatya? The first alterna- 
tive would mean that jars and the like objects are conscious 
(which is absord), The second alternative would mean that 
the sense organ’, the eyes and the rest, are conscious (which we 
know not to be the case). Nor can the third alternative be 
accepted. For you would in that case have to infer the Self's 
baing the abode of cognitional activity, in the following way :-— 
“The Self is the substrate of the action of knowing (jitina-kriya) 
bacause it is connected with the result produced by that action 
(viz., the prakatya of the object); just as Devadatta is the 
substrate of the action of eating because he is connected with 
the result of that action, piz., satiety.’ But this inference would be 
invalid on account of the reagon un which it rests being something 
non-established: for the Self is not connected with the result of 
the action of knowing." But such connexion is proved by 

@(n the third explanation of prakatyadharatea some inference will have 
to be formalited as to the cognitioual energy (jfitna) of which the praka'ya is 
the result, resicing in the Self; but this inference, as given in the text, would 
nut ba valud sinee the proving reason (the connexion of the Self with the result 
of that eneruy, 7.¢, with the pramift)is one that eonnet be used by the Pra- 


bhtkaras accurting to whom that pramiti (=praketya) is connected not with 
the Self, but the object. priftatya) is connec 
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consciousness which declares ‘ the jaris perceived by me.’ 

Well, we rejoin, if you (the Prabhakara) accept this reasoning, 
then you yourself allow that consciousness contradicts your theory 
according to which the result of the act of knowing is in the 
object, not in the Self!® For these reasons we must reject the 
totally perverse theories of the Naiyayikas and the Bhattas, and 
hold fast to the view that knowledge (pramiti) which is the 
result of the cognitional energy (pramdya) of the knowing sub- 
ject (pram@trt) is (not the object of another act of knowledge but) 
sel!-luminous.T 

[Page 56]. The Bauddha indeed maintains that one and the 
same conscious state (samvedana’ is pramina, ie. cognitional 
energy and result of that energy (i.¢., cognition, pramiti) as well. 
But this involves the absurdity of a thing operating upon itself 
(the Samvedana being the cognitional energy operating upon 
itself as the result of that energy). The knowing subject, te., 
the Self, does not indeed really engage in any energy; but we, 
figuratively, ascribe to the Self the pramaza, which in reality is 
nothing but the combination of four factors, viz., Self, Internal 
organ, Sense-organ and Object. And since the invariable result 
of this combination is knowledge (pramilt), we cannot \as some 
do) accept either definite action towards appropriating an object, 
or active avoidance of an object, or indifference, as the result of 
the pram@ya; for these three so-called results may be or may 
not be present. 

Nor finally, the Prabhakara concludes, is there any proof for 
the theory of the Vadantin according to which the Self is self- 
luminous, For as all empirical thoughe and speech can be 
accounted for on the view of the cognitions being self-lnminons, 

® This sentence may also be taken as address wo the Bithia, aod mot to 
the Prabhtkera:—'‘ ln putting forward this reason you admit that it ts the 
object alone, and not the Se!f, that is the result of coguitional activity; and this 
woul! be contradictory to your theory, on which the Self is the result or objent 
of the cognition of I.’ [For su erposition of the Bhi}ta view, see Shloka- 
Varttika, Atmavtla, Shi. 107, 126; mod shastradipika, pp. 94, 99]. 

+The Prabhikara view is that the Self is perceptible, not indeed by iteelf, 
but as the agent of the cognitions of objects, which cognitions are self-laminons ; 
while according to the Vedtntin, the Self is nothing more or lesa than the 
cognition itself, and hence is itself self-luminous, (For the Pribhtkara view, 
see Prakarasapafichika, Chaukhambha Sanskrit Series, Benares, pp. 152-53.) 
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which view is admitted by both of us (the Vedantina as well as 
the Frabhikaras)—it creates 1 needless complication to ascribe 
self-luminousness to the Self also, We thus must finally adhere 
to the Prabhakara view ; i.¢., we maintain that the Ego which in 
all judgments, such as ‘I know the jar,’ presents itself as the 
substrate of the self-luminous cognition of the ohject—thus 
being comparable to the wick which is the substrate of the self- 
laminons fame—is nothing more or less than the Self, and is 
not, as the Vedintins maintain, a composite entity comprising an 
objective as well and as a non-objective factor. 


XXVIL 





[But we must reject the Prabhakara’s own theory. No dis- 
tinction can be made between a Self forming the substrate of 
consciousness or knowledge, and consciousness or knowledge 
itself: the two are absolutely one, i.¢., the Self is nothing else 
but the universal ‘light of intelligence or consciousness’ (chit- 
prakasha), The Self is neither a substance nor o quality nor an 
action ; it is mare consciousness, and becomes an J only when 
illasorily associated with the non-intelligent organ of Egoity.] 


This position of the Prabhakara we Veddntins now counter- 
argue as follows :—(n cue consideration we arrive at the result 
that the Ego (the organ of Egoity; ahatkara) is of the nature 
of the Not-self; since the Self is of the nature of consciousness 
(knowledge ; anuhhava). 

In order to prove this we address to you the following quas- 
tion— What is it that constitutes the ‘light of intelligence’ 
(‘light of consciousness’; echitprakisha)?® Is it the Salf 
(atman) only; or the Self and knowledge (consciousness; anu- 
bhava) ; or knowledge (consciousness ; anubhava) alone ? 

The first alternative implies that knowledge (anubhava) is 
of the nature of non-intelligent (jada; material) light; + and 
two possibilities then present themselves: knowledge either, like 





* Le, that ‘light of consciousness ' the existence of which nobody denies ; 
all echoola and sects alike admitting that there is consciousness or knowledge 
which ‘illamines’ ‘makes shine forth’ all objects of knowledge ; just aa 
physical livht illumines material objects. 

} Forif the Self alone constitutes the ‘light of intelligence’ then anubhava 
eannot be chit-prakdaha, but can be of the nature of physical light only. 
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the eye and the other sense organs—although not itself shining 
forth —manifests all other things ; or, like physical light, it mani- 
fests objects while itself shining forth independently of other 
light of the same kind (i¢., other physical light). But the 
former alternative cannot be accepted ; since the eye gives rise 
to knowledge different from itself, and knowledge does not do 
that. And on the second alternative knowledge would possess 
the characteristic mark of * light of intelligence,’ wiz., flashing 
forth of consciousness (sphurasa) independent of any knowledge 
beside itself; and this would mean that ‘knowledge’ and * light 
of intelligence,’ are identical. Knowledge, the eye, and physical 
light indeed have this in common that they all manifest objects 
such as jars; but knowledge does this in virtue of its being 
opposed to tha non-knowledge of objects, and thus being known 
as ‘ light of intelligence’; light in the ordinary sense) manifests 
objects only by being opposed to the darkness investing the 
objects, “nd is non-intelligent (physical) light; and lastly, the 
eye manilests them as being directly instrumental towards 
the immediate cognition of things, and is such that its own 
instrumental character ia not known (necessarilv).® The three 
thus are of different kinds. But, an objection is raised, it isa 
mistake to argue that knowledge does not depend upon anything 
else of the same kind, just as physical light does not depend on 
anything else of the same kind ; for as a matter of fact physical 
light is illumined (manifested) by the eye which is of the same 
kind as physical light (viz., non-intelligent, material)! Not 
so, wereply. For what, we ask, does the eye do with regard to 
light? Does it ward off darkuess, or does it give rise to know- 
ledge? Not certainly the former; for light is in itself free from 
all darkness. And the latter alternative can only mean that light 
is manifested by knowledge to which the eye gives rise and 
which is of a different kind from light. It, therefore, is an un- 
exceptionable statement that knowledge does not, any more 
than physical light, depend on anything else of the same kind ; 





® Tn the case of other instroments of knowledge—-e. 9. words—it is neces- 
sary that the word should be actually known as denoting a certain meaning; 
im the case of the Eye, this is not necessary; as even though we do not 
actually know the Eye to be the organ of vision, we shall see the object that 
comes befure our Eyes.- 
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and we hence must hold it to be light of intelligence. Were 
it mere physical light, the whole world would remain merged 
in blindness. Nor may the antagonist (who holds that the 
Self only is light of intelligence) give to his theory the following 
turn— ‘That which really illumines the objects is consciousness 
inthe form of the knowing subject (pramatri-chaitanya): but 
it dogs this by means of knowledge which itsalf is non-intelli- 
gent.’ For if knowledge, in itself non-intelligent, acts only 
as the cause of the consciousness of the Self entering into 
connexion with the objects, it really is no more than a modification 
of the (non-intelligent) internal organ, and the theory then 
in no way differs from that of the Vedantins. Let it then 
eb said that knowledge is the cause of the light of the Self 
also ! This is altogether impossible; for the light of 
that the nature of which is intelligence, cannot depend on what 
is non-intelligent. Let it then be said that knowledge is 
that whieh illaninas the objects only. This view will not 
eomnit us to the theory of the Veddntins, for what we now 
maintain is only that non-intalligant knowledga gives risa 
to another knowledge (different from the former) which serves 
the end of manifesting the objects—this other knowledge how- 
ever being something apart from the consciousness which 
constitutes the Self. This view, the rejoinder is, would lead 
us into an infinite regress; for that other knowledge itself 
again being of non-intelligent nature, would stand in need 
of a further act of knowledge, and so on without end. 

We now advance to tha second alternative proposed above; 
and this also we reject. The Self and knowledge cannot both 
be ‘light of intelligence’; for from this view it would follow 
that each has a completely settled and finished existence, 
indspendently of the other. And if this wera so, who or what 
then would apprehend the connexion of tha two—Self and 
knowledge ? You will perhaps try to get over this difficulty 
by putting the case as follows :—‘ the Self doas not shine forth by 
itself, since it is of the nature of intelligence ; just as the states 
of consciousness of another person do not shine forth. The Self 
therefore depends on knowledge for its own accomplishment (i.¢., 
the Self is realised as Self, as consciousness, only through an 


act of knowledge). But against this we point out that the 
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same would follow with regard to knowledge also.* Let 
us then say that knowledge is selfluminous, because it 1s 
not hidden or obstructed by anything else. Then, we 
reply, the Self is in the same case. For the following inference 
would be valid: — The Self shines forth by itself; for, while 
being of the nature of intelligence, it aleo is not hidden or 
obstructed ; just as knowledge is.’ 

There remains the third alternative, according to which 
knowledge only (not the Self) is ‘light of intelligence.’ But 
against this we assert the Veddntic view that the Self must 
necessarily be held to be ‘light of intelligence,’ since the Self 
and knowledge are one. 

The Logicians and the followers of Prabhikara indeed teach 
that knowledge is a quality (guna) of the Self. The Sankhyas 
maintain, by implication, that it is a substance since it con- 
stitutes the very nature of the Self (which they class as a 
substance). The followers of Bhatta again hold that knowledge 
ig an action (karman), for, they say, it is the result of an activity 
of the nature of ehange, and the activity and the result should 
be considered as one. 

Against this last view we remark that, if knowledge isa 
karman, like the action of moving, it cannot be considered either 
as light or as a result. 

As to knowledge being a substance (the Sanhkya view) we 
observe that, on that hypothesis it must either be of atomie 
size,—and this would imply that like the feeble glimmer ofa 
tiny glowworm it lights up only « small part of a thing (which 
actually is not the case);—or, secondly, it might be of infinite 
extent, and in that case the Self which is of the nature of 
knowledge, would manifest itself everywhere (which also is not 
the case); and if (instead of saying that knowledge constitutes 
the nature of the Self) you were to say that the Self is the abode 
of knowledge, the very same difficulty would arise ;—or, in the 
third place, knowledge would be of medium size; in that case 
it would (like all things that are neither of infinite nor atomie 
size) be made up of parts and depend on those parta: it hence 





®[{this reasoning were accepted it would follow that knowledge also es 
being of the nature of intelligence, does not shine forth, ond hence cannot 
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could not depend on the Self. Let us then say that it 
depends on the Self in the sense in which the jar is said to 
depend on the ground on which it stands. On that view 
also, we rejoin, it must be admitted that the Self and knowledge 
are non-dilferent, no less than are the lamp and its light ; for our 
thought and speech regarding things cognized by us are strictly 
analogous to what we think and say of things lit up by a 
lamp—' this is shown by the light of the lamp’ ‘this is known 
by me.’ If there were a real distinction of Self and knowledge, 
the expression ‘this is known by me' would have to be taken 
(while itis actually not so taken) in a secondary, metaphorical 
sense—as we take the phrase ‘this thing is lit up by wood’ 
(where the wood stands for the flame of the burning wood.) 
[Page 58.|—Finally, as to knowledge being a quality of the 
Selfi—the Logician’s view, A quality does not originate apart 
from the origination of the substance,—the brilliancy of the 
flame, ¢.g., originates together with the flame; knowledge, there- 
fore, being eternal and invariably present where the Self is, the 
Self and knowledge are virtually one. Yon may ask how the Self, 
whose very proof and existence depend on knowledge, can be one 
with it; but the fact is that we do not admit such dependence, 
for it would imply that the Self is a mere Not-self like jars and 
the like, The further objection may be raised that since 
the cognition of blue colour, the cognition of yellow colour and 
so on, evidently are different things, knowledge cannot be one 
with the Self (which of course is always the same). But to 
thia we reply that we are not conscious of these so called 
different states of cognition as differing in themselves (qué cogni- 
tion);* and that there is no means of proof to establish such 
difference. Nor may yon argue that those states of cognition 
are different because they originate and pass away ; for origi- 
nation and passing away themselves presuppose difference, 
and your reasoning thus moves ina circle. But we nist 
admit the origination of the later state of consciousness, in 
order thus to establish a purport for the operation of the 
instruments bringing about the new state, such as the eye and 
s0 on ; andthen, in oriler to preclude the (impossible view of the) 
simultansousiiess of two states of consciousness the passing 


® The form of cognition always is the same , the contents only vary. 
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away of the earlier state must likewise be admitted ! By no 
means, we reply. The whole process may be accounted for by 
the origination and passing away of successive connexions of 
ona and the same consciousness with different objects; and it 
therefore would be needlessly cumbersome to ascribe origination 
and passing away to consciousness also, 

The Bauiddbas indeed assume that, in the same way as 
many really separate flames, originating and passing away in 
succession, are apprehended as one continuous flame, simply be- 
eause they are similar to each other; so the states of conscious- 
ness are in reality distinct, but this distinctness does not manifest 
itaelf without some sperial condition. But this theory is 
untenable. The case of the flames indeed may be such as 
described, for they are apprehended by something different 
from them ; but it is impossible that a difference abiding in self- 
luminous consciousness itself should not manifest itself. Nor 
does it avail to appeal to the non-munifestation of the true 
nature of the salf-luminous Brahman asa proving instance ; for 
the csncealment of Brahman by Nescience has been established 
by valid means of proof. 

QConsciousness thus is one only and without a beginning, 
That it has no beginning follows from its being free from antece- 
dent non-existence. As is said in Sureshvara's Varttika (on the 
Brihadaranyaka Upanisad— A nandashrama Series, Poona, Vol. LI, 
p. 498, shloka 338.) 

‘Inasmuch as all effects, that are found to have antecedent 
non-existence, are objects of consciousness, this Consciousness 
itself can have no antecedent non-existence.’ 

SelE-luminous Consciousness thus being eternal, there is 
nothing irrational in the theory which identifies it with the 
Salf. A distinction between the two may however be allowed in 
so far as we use the term anubhava (consciousness ; knowledge) 
to denote the Self in relation to objects; while we speak of the 
Self" simply, when not wishing to emphasize that relation. In 
an analogous way we speak of a number of trees as a wood, when 
our mind dwells on the fact of their standing close to each 
other ; while we speak of them as trees when not intending to 
bring out that special relation. Having thus established our 
point, how, we ask, can the Prabhakara assert that the Self 
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manifests itself as the mere substrate of consciousness ? and how 
should he prove that the non-intelligent ahanAkara is identical 
with the Self? 

AXVILI. 

[We cannot allow the contention of the Prabhakara that ‘J- 
conscionaness’ is a permanent characteristic of the Self: for 
such consciousness is absent in deep dreamless sleep during 
which, aa all admit, the Self persists. When «a man, on wak- 
ing from dreamlesa sleep, reflecta ‘J slept well, 2 was not 
conscious of anything,’ he transfers the J-character which be- 
longs to all waking cognition to the state of deep sleep in which 
the Self, freed for the time of all shackles of Egoity was abiding 
in its own blissful nature and associated only with general non- 
particularized Nescience, not with any of its special modifica- 
tions. | 


But, the Prabhakara rejoins, when I think or say ‘I see the 
jar, it is evident!y the 2 which ts referred to as the seeing subject, 
and the seeing subject is neither more nor less than the Self! 

By no means, we reply. If this were so, the Self would 
present itself in the state of deep sleep also in the form of the 
Ego (t,e,, there would be Ego-consciousness in deep sleep also), 
But this as we know is not the case. The ‘I’ therefore is not 
the Self, for it does not present itself in deep sleep (in which 
the Self undoubtedly persists). 

[Page 69.) “Let us then view the matter as follows. The 
T although present in deep sleep does not shine forth at the 
time because there is no consciousness of objects." But 
this view also we cannot accept. For, we ask, is there in deep 
sleep absence of pure consciousness ? or absence of the affection 
of consciousness by objects? The former alternative 1s imprs- 
sible, since consciousness is permanent and eternal. And the 
second alternative also is excluded, since the consciousness of 
Self does not depend on affection by objects. But, our 
opponent rejoins, it is that aspect of the Self which consists 
in ita being a seeing (eognizing) subject, that constitutes the 
Eg:, and the conscionsness of that aspect depends on the 
affection by objects. In reply to this we ask the fol- 
lowing question: what have we to understand by this ‘ aspect 
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of being a seeing subject’? Js the seeing subject that which 
illumines (constitutes as objects of consciousness) the things 
seen? or that which is other than the objects seen? or pure 
consciousness (chit)? On the first and second definitions 
alike, the quality of being a seeing subject is defined by 

eans of the objects seen, the quality therefore is something 
extrinsic or adventitious and hence cannot belong to the Self; 
the Hgo therefore cannot be the Self. And on the third defini- 
tion the Ego would be independent of objects, and hence there 
would be no reason why it should not present itself in deep 
sleep also. But there is consciousness of the Ego m deep 
sleep also! Were this so, we rejoin, the man who wakes 
from deep sleep would remember his 2go of deep sleep no lees 
than his Ego of the previous day, It is not, we admit, an abso- 
lute rule that whatever has been experienced is remenibered ; 
but as in the case in question the Self is remembered, why 
should there not be remembrance of the Ego aleo, which, as you 
say, is nothing but pure consciousness ? We can account for 
this: That cognition on the part of eternal consciousness of 
which the Ego is the object is not transitory (but permanent) 
and hence no mental impression (sarhskiira) of it is formed ; it is 
owing to this that remembrance does not arise. For the 
game reason then, we rejoin, the Ego of the preceding day 
should not be remembered; while as a matter of fact it t 
remembered. On our view, on the other hand, the special Ego- 
consciousness which took place on the preceding day is not 
permanent ; hence a mental impression of it is formed, and this 
later on gives rise to remembrance. 

But all the same, the opponent resumes, we Must admit that 
the man who wakes from sleep does remember the ego of deep 
sleep ; for as a matter of fact he thinks ‘I enjoyed a pleasant 
sleep.’ You now talk such random stuff, we rejoin, that 
even the wretched Naiyayika may put you to shame : as follows:— 
If a man thinks ‘| enjoyed a pleasant sleep,’ there is no direct 
reference whatever to the Self of deep sleep, or any pleasure 
enjoyed by it: what actually takes place is an inference, on the 
part of the man risen from sleep, that the Self of which he, now 
in the waking state, 1s conscious, was at the time of deep sleep 
characterized by absence of pain—such absence of pain being 
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metaphorically called * pleasure,’—‘ I, when wrapt in deep sleep, 
was free from all pain, because no pain connected with that state 
is remembered by me; like a jar.’ Implied (secondary or meta- 
phorical) meanings are indeed ordinarily assumed with regard 
to words only, not with regard to perception, inference and so 
on; all the same, the primary sense of the word pleasure being 
impossible in the case under disenssion, absence of pain only can 
be admitted. Nor is it possible to assume the existence of plea- 
sure inthe primary sense, merely on the basis of the subsequent 
reflexion. For if pleasure had actually been experienced in 
sleep, the remembrance of it would present itself in connection 
with some particular thing, as e, g., food or drink. And even 
if this latter difficulty were got over by assuming that the 
mental impression of the particular object is not resuscitated ; 
yet the reflexion on previous absence of consciousness—which 
expresses itself in the form ‘I enjoyed a pleasant sleep, I 
was not conscious of anything'—is distinctly opposed to 
previous consciousness of pleasure, and strengthens our view 
as to mere absence of pain. But does not the lightness of 
movement, the placid expression of the countenance and so on, 
which we observe in a person just risen from sleep, justify the 
inference that he had during sleep been enjoying positive 
pleasure ? 

Not so, we reply. In the moment immediately succeeding 
the time of direct consciousness, remembrance would be expected 
to take place; there is no room here for inference. Nor must it 
be argued that as we observe lightness of limb etc., on the 
part of persons just risen from sleep, in different degrees, we 
must nssume, as their antecedent, pleasure of corresponding 
different degrees ; since the mere absence of puin is always of 
one and the same kind. For even in the absence of different 
degrees of previous pleasure the subsequent diflerences can be 
accounted for on the ground of different degrees of rest enjoyed 
during sleep by the sense-organs and the rest, the activity of 
which gives rise to pain. 

“Very well; but we are not particularly interested in the 
views of the Naiyayikas, We rather want to hear how you, 
the Velantin, settle the question"! Listen then, with due 
attention, to my exposition. 
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The one fundamental Reality, Bliss—whose essential natore 
is constituted by self-luminous witnessing Consciousness— 
although indeed ever shining forth, yet, in the waking state 
and in the dreaming state, does not shine with full brightness, 
since then it is agitated by illusive ideas such as ‘1 am a man “— 
a condition comparable to that of the flame of a lamp which is 
shaken by a strong breeze. In deep dreamless sleep on the 
other hand, where all erroneous cognition has passed away, it 
shines forth with undimmed brightness. Obscuring Nescience 
indeed conceals the Brahman-aspect (the ' Bliss’-aspeet) of 
Reality, but it does not conceal its aspect as witnessing Con- 
sciousness, by which Nescience itself ta illumined. Were it 
otherwise, Nescience itself would be without a witnessand hence 
not known. When therefore the sleeper wakes from sleep, he 
reflects on three things—the Bliss experienced in deep sleep, 
the Self, and positive Nescience ; and his thought takes the form 
‘[ slept beautifully, T was not conscious of anything.’ 

But, an objection is raised, in deep sleep the consciousness af 
these three things cannot be due to modifications of the internal 
organ, which, as you yourself hold, do not take place in sleep. 
And if, on the other hand, there were immediate experience 
(experience not depending on the internal organ) of these things 
by primal Consciousness, such experience—being something 
non-transitory, permanent—could not leave behind an impression, 
and hence no subsequent reflection on it could take place. 

The case is otherwise, we reply. In deep sleep Nescience itself 
ilimsorily unfolds itself in three modifications which apprehend 
those three objects: the presentations to consciousness, deter- 
mined by these modifications, after having mediated the experi- 
ence of the three objects, pass away at the time of waking; 
and why then should the Impression which they leave behind 
not produce remembrance ? But on this view of the matter 
it is the Self determined by Nescience which experiences, and 
the Self determined by the internal organ which remembers: 
and hence there is no continuity of consciousness! 

This objection also is unfounded, we reply. For we hold 
that at the time of waking also, it is none other but the Self 
qualihed by Nescience which remembers. The function of the 
internal organ is to bring about the connexion of the thing 
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remembered with ordinary thought as expressing itself in lango- 
age. Nor can it ba said that the expressions ‘pleasant’ and ‘] 
was not conscious’ (in the phrases meant to express the thought 
of the waking person) imply a reflexion on previous absence of 
pain and absence of consciousness. For althouch these two 
negitions exist in slenp, the sleeper does not cognize them: since 
their counter->ntities—pain and knowledge—are not at the time 
remembered. 

But how then does the waking person apprehend that absence 
of pain and cognition which is characteristic of deep sleep, but 
of which, in slesp, tharea is no consciousness ? By so-called 
presumptive reasoning (arth@patti), we reply. The waking person 
remembers, in the manner detailed above, tha untroubled bliss 
of deap sleep, and then immediately infers, as necessarily 
esnnected therewith, the absence of what is contrary to blisa, 
t.¢@, pain. And in the same way, the remembrance of positive 
Neacience (which invested him in deep sleep) compels him to 
assume the absence of what is opposed to Nescience, 4, ¢., know- 
ledge or consciousness, 

[Page 61.]—But, a further objection is raised, positive Nesci- 
ence does not conflict with knowledge; for in the waking state 
the two co-exist, Not so, we reply. Although Nescience 
as a whole does not conflict with the cognitions of the em- 
pirical world, there is a conflict between those cognitions and 
Nascience 23 transmuted into particular forms. Neacience 
transmuted into the cognition of a jar is opposed to the cogni- 
tion of a piece of cloth and other things. Were it not so, the 
entire world with all its objecta would present itself to con- 
sciousness at the time when the jar is cognized. Hence we 
conclude that Nescience which has assumed the form of deep 
sleep is in opposition to all special cognitions, The presump- 
tive reasoning detailed above therefore is well founded. 

But, an objection is raised, why have recourse to such 
presumptive reasoning, while the folloy ing simple inference 
offers itself :—' There was no cognition in the state of deep sleep, 
since none is remembered ’ ? Not so, we reply. Adopting 
this style of reasoning you might conclude that there were no 
herbs by the side of the road on which you walked because you 
fail to remember them, But how then is it that at noon we 

Viv. 144. 





‘|’ SOT A PERMANENT CHARACTERISTIC OF THE SELF. 373 


argue as follaws:—' There was no elephant within this house 
early this morning; for we do not remember any sich 
thing *? As a matter of fact, we rejoin, nobody argues in 
that way. What actually takes place is that having early in the 
morning perceived the things which fill the space within the 
house, heaps of grain and the like, and remembering this at noon 
we know, as an item necessarily implied therein, that no elephant 
was inside the house. The absence of pain and of cognition 
in the state of deep sleep is, therefore, known by presumptive 
reasoning, while the presence of positive Nescience, of bliss and 
and of the Self, is remembered. This is our view of the 
question. 

But what does this conclusion tell us as to the Ego ?— 
That in deep sleep there is no consciousness of the Fgo; and 
that the person who has risen from sleep does not reflect upon 





the Ego. But how then do you account for that Ego-con- 
sciousness which evidently finds its expression in the ‘]' im ‘I 
slept well '? As follows, we reply. In deep sleep the 


organ of egoity was resolved in general Neecience ; at the moment 
of waking it again forms itself; what at that time is reflected 
upon really is the Self ; but the Ego then is thought and spoken 
of as implying the Self, to the end of rendering empirical 
thought and speech more definite ; this indeed being the only end 
of the ahafkara, As a matter of fact, the Self is never viewed 
as represented by any other modifications of the internal 
organ (but by the ahafkira-modification). This is set forth in 
the Naiskarmyosiddhi |Bombay tanskrit Series, pp. 80-81) as 
follows :— 

‘ The Self is implied (by secondary or indirect signification) 
by the [-modification (of the internal organ), and not by any 
other modification: for the reason that this modification is 
something specially inward, extremely subtle, and specially 
subserving the intuition of the Self.’ 

‘The Self is also denoted (by direct signification) by the 
I-consciousness (or the word ‘[') ; for the reason that consciousness 
must be regarded either as inseparable from the Self, or 
absolutely non-existent ; no other alternative is possible.’ 

[Page 62.) The conelusion then is that this, in itself non- 
sentient, aiankadru, although in the waking and dreaming states 
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presenting itself as the Self, does not constitute the nature of the 
Self, since it is non-existent in deep sleep (when yet the Self 
exists), This indeed all versed in Scripture and Smriti will have 
toadmit. Thus Seripture (Chh. Up. VIL. 25) after having—in 
the clause ‘it is below, above, behind, before’ ete.,—declared 
that Brahman, there called * plenitude’ (bhiiman) is the Self of all, 
continues— Now then the teaching as to the I (ahafktra)'—and 
declares that the J also is the Self of all (‘I am below, above’ 
etc.,); and finally—in the clause—' Now then the teaching as to 
the Self (the Self is below’ etc.)—refers to the Self as something 
different from the J, 

But, it is objected, in the same way as the declaration 
of both the individual soul and of Brahman being the Self of all, 
is meant to prove the identity of the two, thus the  seriptural 
passage quoted ahove may also be taken as meant to prove that 
the J is identical with the Self, Not so, wereply. The 
cases are not parallel. Since the individual sou! and Brahman 
are, previously, naturally conceived as being different entities, 
it is appropriate that a declaration made with regard to 
them (riz, that each of them is the Self of all) should be 
understood as meant to prove their identity ; for two different 
things cannot be the Self of all. If. on the other hand, the J 
which previously is naturally understood to be one with the 
Self, is referred to in the sacred text as something separate, 
we are justified in concluding that this is done for the purpose 
of establishing its difference from the Self. Nor mast you 
object to this, that on this interpretation of the text the 
declaration as to the J being the Self of all has no sense; for 
it really has the purpose of intimating that the transcendent 
(parokea) Brahman is identical with the J of which we are 
immediately conscious. But then the meaning is neither 
more nor less than that the J is the Self, and this brings you back 
to the same position from which you wished to escape,—your 
case being like that of the man who started very early in order 
to escape the payment of toll at the river-crossing—(which was 
not levied before sunrise), but reached the crossing when the 
sun had risen already. Not so, we reply. For the text 
finally sets aside the ZI (by mentioning the Self), and thereby 
teaches that Brahman only is the Self in the real sense. 
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Moreover another scriptural text—' the J-maker (Ahai-kara) and 
what is made I (Alai-kartavyum,' Praslina Up., LV. 8)—distinetly 
mentions the Ahaikaru as included in the group cumprising the 
seusé-organs ind sense-objects. And Smpjti ha. Gi, AILL 9) 
mantions the dhaAkira anong other things that belong to the 
world of ‘ effects'—' the great elements, the Ahaihara, ete. 


XALX. 


[The Ahatkira of the Ved&ntins—which essentially differs 
from the manag of the Naiydyikas—is a especial modification 
of the so-called internal organ; which itself is one of the 
products of Universal Nescience. It is the Ahatkdra which 
through its various functions or energies createa all individual 
experience ; it of course being understood that this experience 
is conscious experience only owing to the fact that the Ahaf- 
kara is irradiated by Universal Intelligence. Universal Intel- 
ligence in itself has no specific cognitions or experiences of 
any kind—all these belong to the Ahabkara only ; but as the 
Self is associated with the Ahatkara, the experiences of the 
latter are mistakenly ascribed to the former: the J is confound- 
ed withthe Self. In reality the latter is no more touched by the 
doings and sufferings of the Ahahk&ra than the erystal hy the 
reflexion, in it, of the red flower. For these two cases a valid 
analogy may be claimed; for ordinary reflection (for which 
some attempt to assign natural, physical, explanations) must be 
held’ to be something purely illusory, unreal—'a thing of 
Maya.’—While the Self can never be the object of knowledge, 
the J can be known; for if we abstract from the subjective 
element in it («. ¢., the refleaion in it of Universal Intelligence), 
it is of essentially objective character, a thing which exists for 
Intelligence. } 


Well then, what really is this so-called Ahafkaira? What is 
its material cause ? What its instrumental cause? What its 
essential nature ? Through what means of knowledge is it 
known ? Whatare its effects ? Why does it not exist in deep 
sleep ? Listen to our explanation. The material cause 
of the organ of egoity is beginningless, inexplicable Nescience. 
Its instrumental cause is the circumstance of Nescience being 
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ruled in all its operations by the Highest Lord. Its essential 
nature igs constituted by the power of cognition and the 
power of action combined. The source through which it is 
known is ever unchanging consciousness, Its effects are action 
and enjoyment. It does not exist in deep sleep, because deep 
sleep is nothing else than the resolution of the organ of Egoity 
into universal Nescience. The vital breath (pra@ya)—whose 
nature is power of action—no doubt persists in deep sleep also, 
but this does not conflict with the Ahatkare, which is different 
from the vital breath, then ceasing to exist. And if we should 
view the two as non-different, we may assume that the Ahafkara 
ceases to exist in deep sleep, all but that element of it which 
constitutes the vital breath, If however, we accept the Dristi- 
sristt-theory,” then for the man in deep sleep everything may 
be held to cease to exist, in the ordinary sense of the wond. 

[Page 63.] The theory held by the Sankhyas on this matter 
is that what constitutes the material cause of the world is not 
Nescience ruled and controlled by the Highest Lord, but the 
Pradhina which isa non-intelligent and fully real principle, not 
depending on any other principle ; of this Pradhana the so-called 
Mahat and the organ of Eguity are the first products. But 
this view is untenable. Were things as the Sinkhyas represent 
them, the organ of Egoity and all that depends on it, all action, 
all enjoyment and so on, would present themselves to conscious- 
ness in a purely objective form ‘This is a doer,’ ‘This is an 
enjoyer ‘and not as something superimposed upon the Self : BO 
that the (actual: forms of consciousness, ‘ J ama doer,’ ‘ Tam an 
enjoyer,’ would never arise. For the theory of superimposition 
of this kind being due to inexplicable Nescience is not aceepted 
by the Sahkhyas ; and all other theories concerning this prob- 
lem have been refuted by us (so as not to be open to the 
Safikhyas), 

The theory of the Naiyayikas on this matter is as follows -— 
There is a peculiar organ, called manas, of atomic size, which 
is the instrumental cause of pleasure, pain, desire, cognition and 

soon, Ifno such organ existed, the merely occasional (not 





* This is the name given to the theory on wit x thing is ieee - Ae 
ing only so long os it is perceived ; the whole world therefore ceases to exist 
for the person who lies in deep sleep and dows not perceive anything. 
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permanent) cognition which is observed to take place when the 
Self, the sense-organs and the objects are in contact, could not 
be aceounted for. But we cannot allow what the Vedantins 
maintain, tiz., that there exists a so-called internal organ which 
ia different from the manas described, is of medium size, 
undergoes the changes of pleasure, pain and so on, and from a 
special modification of which the ahatk@ra arises. The Vedantins 
illustrate the functions of this ahatkira by certain comparisons : 
As a lomp of iron when heated superimposes upon the fite (which 
glows witliin the iron) its own form and extension—so that the 
fire is spoken of as big or small or globular, etc. ; and as by the 
mirror the face of a person, although one only, is split up so as 
to appear in a double form, viz., as thing reflected and as reflexion ; 
and as the water in a pail superimposes upon the moon re- 
fiected in it all its own motions; so the ahafkara superimposes 
upon the Self all its own functions—acting, enjoying and the 
rest ; splits up the one Self so that it appears as Brahman and as 
individual soul; and superimposes upon the latter ite own acti- 
vities, such as going to another world and the like. Nor must 
it be'said that this internal organ is nothing else but the so- 
called buddha (organ of thought), for there is no buddhi apart 
from cognition, and cognition is nothing but a quality of the 
Self. The internal organ, imagined by the Vedantins, therefore, 
has no existence. 

This theory also is unfounded, we reply. For from more than 
one scriptural text (cp. ¢.g., “by the quality of huddhi,’ Shvet. 
Up., V. 8) it 15 well known that there is an internal organ 
which undergoes changes, has for its essential properties the 
powers of cognition and action, builds up for the Self the whole 
empirical world, and is variously designated as manas, buddhi, 
etc. Were there no such organ, no world would arise for the 
Self which in itself is altogether unrelated. But as there ts 
euch an organ, through it an unreal world is superimposed upon 
the Self, just as unreal red colour is superimposed by the China 
roge on the crrstal placed near it. 

There indeed are some who refuse to admit the appositeness 
of this last parallel instance, on the ground, that the red colour 
of the crystal, is not unreal, But, we ask those opponents, how 
do you then explain the phenomenon? Do you hold that the 
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visual ravs of the beholder proceed towards the erystal, are re- 
flecte:| by it, and then proceed towards the red flower? or does 
the colour of the flower, being reflected in the erystal, appear as 
if belonging to the latter? or does the light of the flower, analo- 
gous to the light proceeding from certain gems such as rubies, 
permeate the crystal, so that the latter itself appeara as red ? 
or is that which appears as red the light of the flower only which 
permeates the crystal ? or does the light of the flower produce 
in the crystal a new redness ? On the first alternative the 
flower also (no less than its red colour) would present itself 
tothe eye and hence be perceived. And if it were held that 
owing to some defect of a part of the eye there is no eoutact 
between eye and flower, then the red colour also should not be 
perceived ; for there would be absence of the Samyukta-sama- 
viya relation,—i.e., the colour would not be perceived since that 
in Which it inheres, ,viz., the flower) would not be in contact with 
the eye. The second alternative is inadmissible, since we 
never observe a reflexion of mere colour apart frum the substance 
to which the colour belongs. As to the third alternative, the 
use of the plirase ‘as it were’ implies that you yourself admit 
the conuexion of crystal and red colourto be an unreal one. 
Qn the fourth alternative the white colour of the crystal also 
shoul be perceived ; there being no cause for its nvli-percreption. 
It cannot be argued that the whiteness of the crystal is driven 
out by the radiance of the Muwer, the colour of which is opposed 
to that of the flower; for if this were so, the crystal no longer 
having avy colour would cease to be an object of visual percep- 
tiun. Nor again can it be said that the whiteness is (not entirely 
driven out but) obstructed (lessened): for if this were so the 
obstruction would extend to the erystal itself, Substances are 
not visible apart from colour; were it so, we should see the air 
algy (which has no colouri, Andon the fifth alternative, if the 
riliauee of the flower were the instrumental eause of the produe- 
tion of red colour in the crystal, that colour wonld persist even 
onthe withdrawal ofthe fower's ra:liance, Let us then 
view the radianca of the fawer as the material cause of the red- 
ne3a of tle erystal, This also, we reply, may not be; since 
we do not perceive in a flower a radiance unalogous to that of a 
gein; and thus this view becomes open to the objections 
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urged against the previous alternative. We thus are led to the 
conclusion that the redness of the crystal cannot be viewed as 
anything else but an unreal (illusory) appearance caused (in 
the instrumental sense) by the flower. And analogous to this 
guperimposition is the superimposition, due to the organ of 
Egoity, of action, enjoyment, and so on, on the Self. 

But, our opponent asks, which of the two following alter- 
natives do you mean to maintain—are certain characteristics 
belonging to the ahatk@ra, such as being an agent ete., falsely 
superimposed upon the Self? or isasecond unreal quality of 
being an agent and so on produced in the Self itself ? On the 
former alternative the redness of the crystal—which you adduce 
as an analogous instance—would not be analogous (since you said 
above that an unreal redness is produced in the crystal itself), 
And on the Iatter alternative the organ of Egoity would bea 
real agent, and the Self an unreal one: there thos would be two 
agents ! Not so, we reply. Our former alternative is un- 
exceptionable. For we set forth the unalogous instance only 
in order to prove that the characteristic of being an agent, while 
not really belonging tothe Self, yet appears to helong to it. 
This view is by no means identical with the so-called Anyatha- 
khyati theory. Vor what we main‘ain is that the organ of Egoity 
together with its attiibute of being an agent, is merely super- 
imposed upon the Self and hence unreal According tio the 
Anyathakhyiti theory, on the other hand, the thing superimposed, 
é. g., the silver that appears in the shell, is soinething real, Nor 
in fact is there any real objection to the serond alternative, For 
as the Selfand the ahankira are really one, the result of there 
being two agents does not follow. Bat, it is objected, 
the ahafk@ra cannot be the cause of anything evil, such as being 
an agent, because in such texts as ‘the knot of the heart 
is torn away, &c.," [Mundaka Up. 2.2.8] it ia the ‘knot of the 
heart’ that ig spoken of as that cause. This is not right, 
we reply. For what is figuratively spoken of as the ‘ knot’ 
in that passage, is only the ahuikara along with its substrate, 
the Self, possessing as such, the mixed character of‘ intelligence’ 
and ‘non-intelligence’ (the Self as the substratum, being the 
chit or intelligent factor, and the ahatka@ra by itself the jada 
or non-intelligent factor). 
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But, another objection is raised, if the ahatkara Were 
something superimposed merely, there would be no conscions- 
ness of it. We maintain this on the ground of the follow ng 
inference:—The Self is not conscious of what is superimposed 
on it; because the Self is a (mere) substrate ; as erystal is (with 
regard to the red colour superimposed on it, of which it is not 
couscious). Not 80, we reply. The reason in your infer- 
ence has proving power only with the special condition adiled 
that the substrate be something non-intelligent. But the Self 
is intelligent. But as the Self is destitute of such eogni- 
tioaal energy as hag for its object the thing superimposed, it is 
virtually non-intelligent. By no means, we reply. For 
as the presentutiof to consciousness of the thing superimposed 
is due to the immediate connexion of the thing with conscions- 
ness, it does not depend on cognitional energy, But then 
you cannot hold that the ahankara contains an objective 
element; for it presents itself to consciousness without the 
mediation of cognitional energy, like the witnessing conseious- 
ness itself! You are wrong again, we reply. In witnessing 
consciousness, there is ahsent the characteristic mark of objec- 
tivity, wiz, being the object of consciousness: with regard to 
the ahatkara, on the other hand, this characteristic feature is 
proved by immediate experience. 

The Prabhikaras and others indeed, ignorant as they are 
of the mysteries of Philosphy, ind—in agreement with vulgar 
thought —the characteristic mark of a thing's objectivity in its 
being the object (i. a, that which is acted upon; harman) 
of the activity of cognition, and thus are led to the idle and 
confused doctrine that the J which does not possess thet mark, 
is the Self. The ahafkara also is the object of such cognition 
a3 consists In modifications of the internal organ—for were this 
not the case, the ahafkara of the previous day could not he 
remembered [its actually being remembered being due to the 
impression left behind by the modification of the internal organ); 
but as this cognition is a part of the ahankara and hence not 
really different from it, the fact of the ahahktra being an 
object of cognition, is not so evident as the body, the sense 
organs and the rest being objects, But the fact is evident 
to all men of deeper insight! All the same, we reply, 
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the characteristic feature of being the object of eognitional 
energy ou the part of the internal organ does not subsist in 
Noseience, which is set aside by that energy. Hence the 
only trae characteristic feature of objectivity is ' being the 
object of consciousness, ' But how then do you account 
for the fact that althongh (as you hold) the characteristic mark 
af objectivity belongs to the organ of Egoity no less than 
to the body, the sense-organs and the rest, ordinary thought and 
speech attribute it to the latter things only, and not to the organ 
of Egoity ? Because, we rejoin, ordinary people have not 
the true insight. Anant-hill, a stone, a tree—all these things 
equally consist of the element earth; yet people devoid of dis- 
criminative insight think and speak of the ant-hill only as made 
of earth, not of the atone or tree. Those on the contrary, who 
possess the requisite insight, view the intelligent element in 
the ahatkira as subjective, and the non-intelligent element as 
objective. But although competent persons thus define the 
ahankira, carrying within itself the reflexion of universal 
Intelligence, as being partly of the nature of Self and partly of 
that of Not-Self, ordinary men, confounding these two elements, 
are conscious of this composite entity simply as the J, 


SS 


XXX. 


(The reflection of Universal Consciousness in the Ahafhh&ra 
constitutes the so-called Jiva (individual soul), Sor can it he 
argued that the Jiva, if a reflexion, must be something different 
from Universal Consciousness (Rrahman) ; for so-called ‘ reflect- 
ed images’ in general are not really different from the things to 
which they belong ; they only appear to be so, owing to Maya, | 


But, if the individual Self is a reflection of universal consei- 
ousness in the organ of Egoity, it must be something different 
from universal consciousness ; just as the reflection of the face 
in the mirror is something different from the face. That the head 
on the shoulders of the man and its reflected image are really 
different, follows from the fact that we perceive the two as facing 
each other. Notso, we reply. The recognition of identity 
which fiuds its expression in the judgment * This is my face’ 
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negatives the perception of difference, Nor may you retort that 
it rather is the recugnition of identity which is negatived hy 
the perception of dilierence. For if there were difference, there 
would be no reflexion. To explain: What do you understand 
by the counter-olject (pratibimbe, 1¢flected image)? Is it an im- 
pression stamped upon the mirror by the face? Ordo you mean 
that the coustituent parts of the mirror transform themselves 
into the counter-object, under the influence of the object's 
proximity ? The former alternative is inadmissible since the 
face in the mirror is tmaller t) an te ea) iece. Ard when, ina 
big mirror, the reflected face aleo is perceived ss big, it yet can- 
not be an tinpression stamped on the mirror: since the real face 
and the mirror are not in contact. Nor can the second alter- 
native be accepted ; for frem it it would follew that the reflec- 
tion persists even when its cause, i. ¢., the face in proximity to 
it, is removed. Butas a matter of fact it does pot persist ; and 
when the person reflected louks at the mirror sideways, or when 
another person looks at it straight, the reflected image is not 
perceived. Nor must you plead against thisthat in some cages 
an effect vanishes as soon as the operative cause ceases to act ; 
that, ¢. g., a mat which has been unrolled by the action of the 
haud is seen to roll itself wp again as soon as the cause of the 
unrolling, i. ¢., contact of the mat with the hand isremoved. For 
in this latter case the effect does not cease because the canse is 
removed, but because, through the impression made on the mat 
by its having remained rolled up for a long time, an effect is 
produced which is contrary to the effect produced by the unrol- 
ling hand. In the case under discussion, on the other hand, the 
thing may remain close tothe mirror for ever en long, but as soon 
a8 it is removed, the reflexion also vanishes—which shows that 
the thing does not produce a change in the substance of the 
mirror, And should you attempt to prove your case by another 
instance, viz., that of the lotus-flower, the expansion of which 
after having lasted for a considerable time ceases as s00n as 
the operative cause, i. ¢., the sun-light, is withdrawn,—we 
inust contradict you here also. What actually takes place is 
that the expansion of the flower ceases when, owing to the 
operation of certain earthy and watery constituent parts of the 
lotus which were’ the causes of the original closed, budlike, 
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condition of the flower, that budlike condition is restored 
at night-fall, and ¢ounteracts the expansion. Were it otherwise, 
the expansion would cease at night in the case of faded flowers 
also, which no lounger possess the constituents referred to. If 
certain parts of the mirror really transformed themselves into a 
face, what should be the cause of the subsequent restitution of 
the original blank surface? Apart from the activity of an arti- 
ficer, those parts truly have no capability of producing any effect. 
For an analogous reason the particles of the murror-surface 
eannot be held to transform themselves into a face merely owing 
to the influence of the proximity of the real face, Truly, if this 
could happen, any one wishing to have the portrait of a face on a 
mirror would only have to bring the face to be delineated near 
the mirror, and there the portrait would be, without the need of 
any artist! And should you say that the work of an artificer may 
be needed for imparting to the material of the mirror some 
other form, and not for the mere production of the reflected 
image andl the subsequent return of the surface to its pre- 
vious state—we rejoin that thus also the change of the 
mirror into the form of the reflected image cannot he rend- 
ered plausible. For we fail to perceive in the image that relation 
of raised and depressed parts which characterizes the real face: 
in the image the nose does not project, the eyes do not lie deep, 
and so on; the hand passing over the mirror feels an even sur- 
face only. And should you say that the smooth surface of the 
mirror interposes itself between the hand and the face (produced 
in the mirror),—we reply that in that case the face should not be 
visible at all, Our conclusion, therefore, is that there exists no 
second face in the mirror, since the causes required for the 
production of auch a face are absent; just asthe head of a hare 
Is without horns,—beeause the causes of the production of horns 
are absent. 

[Page 67.] But, if the reflected image ia unreal like the 
silver illasorily appearing on the shell, you cannot say (as you 
did say above) that it is one with the thing reflected; and 
the reason for such oneness which yon there set forth, riz, 
recognition, ts too wide, since such recognition may take place 
in the case of shell-silver also, ‘this is my silver.’ The 
latter instance, we rejoin, is of a different nature. Since the 
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cognition of silver is erroneons—as proved by the subsequent 
sublative judgment ‘this is not silver'—the+ recognition. also 
of the silver as my silver, must be held to be erroneous. In 
the case of the mirror, on the other hand, there is no judgment 
sublating the face itself; we do not say ‘this is not a face,’ 
but only ‘there is no face there {i-e. in the mirror)’: the ne- 
gation thus applying only to the connexion of the face with a 
definite place. The recognition ‘this is my face’ thus is in 
no way erroneous, Nor must you object that in the given 
case there can be no recognition by perception, since no- 
body knows the parts of his own face by perception, For 
perception of the whole ig possible on the basis of per- 
ception of some parts, as eg., in the case of a jar; and a 
man actually does see some parts of his own face—eg., the tip 
of the nose. That when the mirror is removed the reflected 
image also vanishes, does not sublate the image: the same 
conclusion would otherwise hold good with regard to the mirror 
itsel f. But the enunciation ‘thou art that’ does complete- 
ly sublate the individual soul—which in this case holds the 
place of the reflected image ; for in its form, i.e., the ev-ordina- 
tion of the members, that enunciation is of exactly the same 
kind as the judgment ‘That (thing mistaken by ine for a) pust 
is (in reality) a man (where the post is completely snuhlated 
by the cognition of the man). And if the transinigrating 
in‘lividaal soul did not pass away completely, there would be 
no itelease. 
Not so, we reply. Co-ordination may express oneness also, as 
é.j., itdocs in the judgment * this person is that Devadatta (whom 
I saw before).’ And Kelease is effected through the sublation of 
that part ouly of the individual Self which is, in its nature, 
opposed to Release. Ifthe entire individual Self were annihilat- 
el, Release truly would not be something beneficial to man, 
Some indeed are of opinion that there is no counter-object in 
the mirror at all, but that the visual rays being repelled by the 
surface of the mirror turn back to the eye and apprehend 
(nota counter object but) the object, ie., the real face itself 
as non-separated from the mirror. This view, however, is 
obviously refuted by the clear perception of the counter- 
object as facing the object. But how, the opponent asks, 
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can one and the same material thing, riz, the face, at the 
same time abide, in its totality, in two different places? 
Because, we reply, its abiding in the mirror is the work of Maya! 
To Maya, truly, nothing is impossible: in dreams it presents to 
us things of the strangest kind—such as the dreamer cutting 
off his own head. 

Bat how then is it, on your view of the nature of reflected 
images, with the following case? You hold that the reflexion of a 
tree in a pool of water, where the tree appears with ita top down- 
ward, is one with the reflected tree on the bank: the tree on the 
bauk, therefore, ts the anbstrate, and on this there are saperim- 
posed by Maya characteristics of the reflected tree, viz., being in 
the water, having its top below, andsoon. But in this case there 
is no true cause of superimposition, since the substrate ‘the real 
tree on the bank) is perceived in its totality. How then can this 
be a case of superimposition ? Why, we rejoim, should there 
be no adhyfisa in this case? Ie it because there is nothing to 
conceal the tree ; or because there is no defect ; or because there is 
no material cause ; or because the true nature of the substrate is 
known at the time and such knowledge is oppused to adhytisa 7— 
The first reason is not valid; for as that which conceals con- 
sclousness (1.¢., Nescience) is the substrate of all ad/yasa, there is 
no cecasion here for a separate factor concealing a non-intelli- 
gent thing.—This remark at once disposes of the third reason 
aleo.—Tlie second reason is invalid, since in cases where tle 
error is due to the presence of a certain limiting adjunct (which, 
in the instance under discussion, is constituted by the water) it is 
just that adjunct which constitutes the required defect, Nor is 
the fourth reason valid; for the knowledge of the true nature of 
the substrate is opposed to‘%buch erroronly as does nut depend 
on the presence of the limiting adjunct. The error, then, 
of the Self being an agent—which does depend ona limiting 
adjunct (viz., the akafkira) is terminated not throngh the cog- 
nition of the true nature of the Self, but throngh the removal of 
the limiting adjunct, 1. ¢., the ahafkara! Well, the 
matter lies as follows:—Real (in the empirical sense} limiting 
adjuncts, such as mirrors and the like, and the erroneous con- 
ceptions due to them are not indeed terminated by true cugnition; 
but limiting adjuncts such as the ahaftkGra which are products 
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of Neseience and are of the nature of error not due to an adjunct, 
are terminated through the cognition of Truth; and this implies 
that the agancy of the Self also comes to an end through the 
cognition of Truth, * 

But how, on this your view, does the cognition of truth take 
placa ? Is not the following reasoning valid—the individual 
Self does not know its oneness with the universal Self ; since it 
isa mere reflexion; just like the reflexion of the face in the 
mirror ? Not so, we reply. That a thingisa mere reflexion 
does not constitute a reason for its not cognizing ; we are only 
justified in saying that, that which is a mere reflexion and at the 
same time of non-intelligent nature, cannot cognize. 


XXX] 


[The individual soul—jiea—isa reflexion of Brahman, the 
conditioning adjunct (upadhi) which gives rise to the reflexion 
being in thia cages the internal organ; just as it is the mirror 
which, acting as an upadhi, gives rise to the reflexion of the 
face. More particularly, however, it is in the state of dream 
only that the internal organ, by itself, constitutes the upadhi ; 
in the waking state the entire body constitutes a further 
upaidha ; and in deep sleep—when the internal Organ ceases to 
exist—it is general Nescience which is in connexion with the 


jiva. | 


Against the Materialist who holds that intelligence {ar 
consciousness) belongs to the body (and who on that account 
might contest the non-intelligent character of the reflected 
image) the non-intelligence of the reflected image may easily 
be established, on the ground that intelligence on the part 
of the reflected image is obstructed by the admittedly non- 
intelligent character of the mirror, If the image were intelligent 
it would move by itself, independently of movement on the part 
of the body reflected, ‘The case of the individual Self is differ- 
ent ; for although it likewise is a mere reflection, its intelligent 
- * The mirror iscalled * param@rthiea upadhi' (ral adjunct), because it is 
aa real as the reflected! substance. The ahantara, on the other hand, bas not 
the same degree of reality as the‘ Self' that is reflected in it, 
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nature is, as immediate consciousness witnesses, not obstructed 
by the non-intelligent nature of its limiting adjunct ithe ahan- 
kara). Although according to ordinary thought it is Devadatta 
—who is not a reflexion—that is the substrate of that know- 
ledge of truth which puts an end to error, yet what determines 
his being a substrate of the kind is not his being reflected, but 
rather his being the substrate of error. And that the individual 
soul iz the substrate of error, is due to the circumstance that 
Nescienee although, properly speaking, residing in pure con- 
scionaness (not in the jiva) yet has a leaning towards the 
individual soul and hence produces error in it. 

But if Brahman does not cognize the identity of the indivi- 
dual soul with itself, it is not omniscient; and if it does cognize 
it, it must view the error abiding in the individual soul, as 
abiding within itself ! This, we reply, does not follow. As 
a matter of fact, Devadatta although realizing the oneness of his 
face and its reflexion in the mirror does not ascribe to his own 
face the small size and the dimness of the reflected image. Nor 
ia there absence of proof for the individual soul's being a 
reflexion ; for this is amply vouched for by Scripture, Smriti 
and the Sttras. Scripture says ‘It (the universal Self), is the 
counter-form to every form' (Katha Up, v. 9); and Smriti— 
“He ig seen as one and as many, like the moon reflected in 
water: and the Sttras—' For this reason comparisons such as 
that to the image of the sun (in water and the like) (Ve, Su. ii 
2.18),’ Nor must it be urged, that Brahman as being without 
definite form is, on that account, incapable of being reflected, 
For we see that the ether, although devoid of definite form, ia, 
together with all the clouds, stars and the rest, of which it is 
the substrate, reflected in water. It cannot be urged that in 
this case what is the substrate of the reflection of clouds 
and the rest is only the ether (1. ¢, space) within the water. 
For we see a vast expanse of ether in water which is knee 
deep only... But should we not rather say that, like the 
ether limited or particularized by a jar, the individual Self 
is limited or particularized by its limiting adjunct, but is nota 
reflexion ! On this hypothesis, we reply, if Brahman were 
held to be present within the limiting adjunct also that deter- 
mines the jira, consciousness would exist within the jar in a 
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double form; while we do not observe that a double ether exists 
within the jar. If, on the other hand, Brahinan were not 
present there, it would cease to be omnipresent and all-ruling. 
—Let us then say that omnipresence and universal rulership 
belong not to Brahman but to conscionsness /{ chit) which is 
common to the individual Self and to Brahman. This may 
not be, we reply; for the text ‘He who rules the Self from 
within '—which occurs in a section treating of Brahman distinetly 
declares that it is Brahman only which abides within the soul as 
roler, All those texts therefore which speak of the ether within 
the jar must be understooil as setting forth or exemplifying only 
the non-relatedness of the jira, not its jiva-character. On the 
reflexion-theory, on the other hand, no fault can be found 
with Brahman as well as the individual soul abiding within the 
ahankira, For in water there is present at the same time the 
real ether—knee deep as the water is—and the reflected universal 
ether. We therefore define the individnal Self as a reflection 
of Brahman, due tothe organ of Egoity acting as a limiting 
adjunct (upadhi)., 

We have above said that Nescience is the limiting adjunct 
which particulnrizes the individual soul: we now have to set 
forth a further distinction. The individual soul is, in the state 
of deep dreamless sleep, particularized by Nescience in general. 
Next, in order to account for the limited degree of clearness 
with which the world presents itself to a dreaming persun, we 
assume that the soul in that state has the internal organ for 
its limiting adjunct. And in the waking state, finally, where 
the world presents itself with fall clearness anil distinetnesa, 
the entire gross body constitutes the limiting adjunct of the 
soul. Nor does this difference of adjuncts imply a difference 
of souls: it is the very same soul which, particularized hy the 
antecedent adjuncts, is particularized by the following ones also. 
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AXAIT 


[Although a reflexion, the individual soul ie not unreal : in 
itself it ia real, for itis Consciousness; it is unreal only quii 
reflexion, It is in this latter aspect that it undergoes Bondage 
und Helease, Universal Consciousnesa becomes J-conacious- 
ness by its association, as described, with the organ of Egoity.] 


A further question here arises. Does this particularization 
of the soul abide in error (/hrama), or in consciousness? On 
the former view it could not subsist in the states of deep sleep 
and swoon, in which error does not exist. And from this it 
would follow that Nescience and its effects—among them the 
states of deep sleep and swoon—do not lean towards the indivi- 
dual soul, On the latter view the particularization of the jiva 
would either be an effect, and hence absent in deep sleep and 
swoon; 60 that we should again be met by the difficulty just 
stated. Orit would not be an effect, and then it would not 
be dependent on Nescieuce. To this we make the following 
reply. In the waking and dreaming states the particulariza- 
tion of the individual soul is effected by the gross and subtle 
bodies, and it is of the nature of error and hence the effect 
of Nescience. In tlie states of deep sleep and swoon, on the 
other hand, the particularization of the soul although having 
Consciousness for its substrate and being withont a beginning 
yet must be viewed ag dependent on Nescience in the same 
way as the connexion of Self and Nescience is. Although the 
particularization does not abide in Nescience—while the con- 
nexion does so abide—it yet abides in Consciousness inasmuch 
as qualified by Nescience, and hence it is not irrational to view it 
as dependent on Nescience; just as we say that the distinction 
of face and reflected image which really abides in the face as 
qualified by the mirror depends on the mirror,—so, in the 
case in question, the distinction depends upon an inexplicable 
‘samhskara’ (impression), which does not necessarily arise from 
error. Thus then it is quite reasonable to hold that the Self, 
though essentially pure consciousness entirely subjective in 
tts character, is yet reflected in the ahaikara superimposed 
upon itself ;—the particularization of the jiva (necessary for the 
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refixtion) being due to Nescience, no less than the connexion 


of Self and Nescience. But an objection is raised, you 
hold reflexions to be unreal and hence the individual soul ean- 
not be a reflexion! You misconceive our view, we rejoin, 


We do not hold either the face which is the ‘reality’ of the 
reflexion, or consciousness, to be unreal : what we do hold to be 
unreal is the face's attribute of being reflected, and the false 
notion of difference on which that attribute rests. That the 
recognition of the reflected image (expressing itself as ‘ this 
is my face’), and the enunciation “Thou art that,’ prove the 
reflexion (whether of the face in the mirror or of the self in the 
ahatkGra) to have its self (its reality) in the real reflected thing, 
we have already stated. Although the attribute of being re- 
flected is false, yet the substrate of the attribute, 7. ¢., the indivi- 
dual soul, does undergo bondage and attain release. Bondage 
and release thus on the one hand ure not impossible, nor on the 
other hand do they extend to the ‘reflected thing’ 7. ¢., Brahman. 

Bat the opponent objects, if the adhyasa of difference of the 
thing and its reflected image depends on the ehankara and other 
limiting adjuncis, how is the superimposition of the ahankara 
itself (on the universal self)—for which there is no limiting 


adjunct—to accomplish itself ? Just as the superimpo- 
sition of the snake on the rope, we reply. But in the 


latter case, although there be no independent thing to act 
as the limiting adjunct, there at any rate is the image of 
previously seen snakes, impressed on the mind of the mistaken 
person, to supply that adjunct! Why then, in tlie case 
under discussion, should not the mental impression of the 
ahafkara constitute the required limiting adjunct? For there 
isno tule that only such mental impressions as are due to 
sources of true knowledge should function as limiting adjuneta, 
and not such also as are due to error.—We sum up the result 
of the preceding enquiry in the following words. The self— 
although in reality nothing else but pure Consciousness and of 
an altogether non-objective character—, in so far as reflected in 
the organ of Egoity superimposed upon it (the Self), becomes 
capable of relating itself to that sphere of thought and speech 
which is connoted by the word J, and thus presenting itself to 
consciousness as fused with the organ of Egoity—which is 
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superimposed upon the Self in the [-consciousness—itself 1s 
thought and spoken of, ina derived or metaphorical sense, as 
the object of this ‘J-consciousness’. It is in this way that the 
superimposition of the ‘I’ on the Self shows itself to be 
possible. 


XXXII 


(But, the Banddha objects, the superimposition of the organ 
of Egoity with all the distinctions it implies, on Consciousness 
which is essentially free from distinctions, is an impossible as- 
sumption, Nor will it avail to say that distinctions belong to 
Conaciousnegs in 80 far as it is ienowing subject (pramatri)—a 
condition itself to be accounted for as due to similar previous 
conditions due to previous Ahafkaras. For no philosophical 
school is able to give a satisfactory account of the meaning of 
knowing aubject (pramaipi) and the correlate notions (pramina 
and pramiti). | 


[Page 7(].—But, an objection is raised, it after all is not pos- 
sible that on Consciousness which presents itself as free from all 
distinctions (nirvikalpaka) there should be superimposed the 
organ of Egoity which is affected with distinctions. For such 
Adhyaga is nowhere observed. Nor again can it be said that 
such Adhyasa ts possible since Consciousness after all does pre- 
sent certain distinctions as e.g., being the subject of knowledge 
(nramfatri}, For that Consciousness should appear as a knowing 
subject, itself presupposes the presence of the organ of Egoity- 
Nor will it help von out of this difficulty to say that Conscious- 
ness presenta distinctions owing to the impressions left behind 
by previous ‘states of beinga knowing subject’ due to a 
series of previous Ahafikaras. For the fact is that none of the 
philosophical schools are capable of giving a satisfactory account 
of what is to be understood by the knowing subject (pramatpt), 
the means of true knowledge (pramiiya) and so on. We will show 
this in detail. 

First as concerns the Vedantins and Saikhyas. According to 
them, is the knowing subject constituted by the organ of Egoity, or 
by the Self? The former cannot be, since the organ of Egoity is 
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of non-intelligent nature. Nor also the latter; for being a knowing 
subject means being the subject of changes consisting in the 
activity called prama@ya i. ¢. tre cognition; and how can such 
changes be attribute! to the Salf which is essentially non-chang- 
ing? And if Consciousness illumined objects without being a 
knowing aubject, all objects would present themselves to it 
at once—for Consciousness is omnipresent: and hence that 
distinction of stites of conscinusness which correaponds to differ- 
ence of Karman could not establisl itself. 

Next as concerns the Nuiyfyilaa, According to them know- 
ledge is something that is originated in the infinitely extended 
Self. What than, we ask, is the substrate of such knowleilge— 
is it the Self in its whole extent ? or that part of the Self which 
is purticnlarized by the body ? The former alternative is in- 
admissible ; for it would imply that--as there is no other 
determining factor—all things would present themselves to Cons 
ciousness at once, But there is a determining factor viz. 
merit and demerit ! Not so, we reply. Merit aud demerit 
may be supposed to act as determining factors with regard to 
objects of experience that give rise to pleasure or pain, but truly 
not with regard to quite indifferent objects, such as grass, berbs 
and the like.® Let us then assume that the required determi- 
nation takes place according to the rule that whatever thing gives 
rise to a cognition that thing alone is illumined by it (is its 
object) ! Not so, we reply. This theory would imply that 
the eye and the other sense-organs are known through the ecogni- 
tions to which they give rise (which of course js not the case), 

Let us then say that through any cognition that thing is 
known which gives rise to the cognition and at the same time is 
its object (riwnya). This theory also we cannot accept ; for 
80 far we have not defined what an object is, And even if we 
aceepted the ordinary definition, we cannot acknowledge it as 
a binding rule that knowledge—whether viewed as a quality 
or an action—apprehends only those objects which give rise 
to it. The light of a lamp—which is a quality of the lamp— 

*It may be assumed that merit and demerit are the causes of such 
special experiences of the soul as posress a retributive character, but not of 
altogether indifferent states of Consciousness as, ¢. g. the perception of such 
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illumines the jar, although the latter does not give rise to 
the light. And similarly the action (motion) of an arrow or 
a similar thing produces an effect on any things with which the 
substrate of the action (1.2. the arrow) comes into contact, even 
if those things were not aimed at (and hence did not cause the 
action). Let it then be said that, since the Self which ts 
the substrate of cognition is without parts it is not in contact 
with things, and that this is the reason why all things are not 
presented to Consciousness at once, In that case, we 
rejoin, nothing whatever would appear to Consciousness ; for 
knowledge—whether being a quality or an action—cannot pass 
outside its substrate and euter into connexion with other things. 
And if it apprehended what it is not in contact with, there would 
be no limitation to its scope (anid then would apprehend anything 
and everything). On the latter alternative view—knowledge 
having for its substrate that part of the Self only which 1s 
particularized by the body—that part either would be defined 
by the essential nature of the Self—whence it would follow that 
the Self consists of parts;—or else it would be defined by 
the limiting adjunct (the body). If, in that case, knowledge 
appreliended only what is in connexion with that place (1. «. 
the place of the body), things external to the body—such as jars 
and the like—would not be presented te Consciomsness. And 
if, on the other lianid, it also apprehended what is in connexion 
with that part of the Self that is external to the body, all things 
would be simultaneously presented to Couscioustess. But, 
it is objected, even on those things which are not in contact with 
it, the action of knowledge can produce an effect ouly within 
strict limits; in the same way as a magical rite, even though 
operative upon people a thousand miles away will strike dead 
only that person at whom it is aimed. The analogy does 
not hold good, we reply ; for we are obliged to infer some deter- 
mining factor which is in connexion with both the person striking 
dead and the person struck—whether it be some inferior deity, 
or the Lord, or the magical rite itself,—the inference being in 
the form—‘ ‘The magical rite produces an effect on something 
with which it is in connexion; for it is an action, like the action 
of an arrow.’ Let us then conceive the case as follows: 
The internal organ (manas) is conjoined with the Self which is 
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the substrate of knowledge; with the manag there is conjoined 
the sense-organ; and with the sense-organ the object. It is 
this chain of conjunctions which determines the actual origi- 
nation of knowledge. This explanation also, the opponent 
replies, we cannot accept. For that entire chain of conjunetions 
spends itself, before cognition begins to exist, in the origination 
of cognition. If, even after cognition has come into existence, 
the object were presented to consciousness by means of that 
chain of conjunctions, the whole world would be presented to 
consciousness ; for the object is counecte: with other things, 
these again with others aod so on, the connexions in the end 
extending to all things whatever. In a similar way we might 
set forth the difficulties connected with the view of the Self being 
either of atomic size or of the same size as the body, The 
conclusion from all this is that no system is capable of giving o 
satisfactory account of the process of cognition, the cognising 
subject and so on. 


XXXIV 


[This objection is met by showing that on the Vedanta theory 
an intelligible and coherent account of empirical cognition and 
the distinctions implied in itcan be given. In any individual 
act of cognition the internal organ exhibits itself in various 
aspects and functions; and according to its several relations to 
these, Consciousness comes to be viewed and spoken of as being 
either pramatry, i. ¢., subject of knowledge, or pramana (means ~ 
of knowledge) or pramiti (knowledge). 


To this we Vedantins make the following reply :—You are 
right with regard to other systems; but on the Vedanta theory 
the processes and entities in question admit of being acconnted 
for.—Positive Nescience, hiding the omnipresent intelligent 
Self, illusorily unfolds itself (vivarttate) in the form of this 
manifold world, That particular illusory product of Nescience 
which abides within the body and is termed internal organ, 
on being stimulated by merit or demerit passes out of the 
body by way of the eye or some other sense-organ, and com- 
pletely penetrating some object appropriate to its special 
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nature—as ¢.g., a jar—assumes the form of that object; just as 
in our ordinary experience the water of a tank, passing out 
of it by means of an opening in the embankment, flows through 
several canals into the fields requiring irrigation and assunres 
the several forms of those fields, whether square or triangular 
or circular. The internal organ does not however move like 
water; if it did so it would be incapable of reaching in a 
moment the most distant objects, such as the moon, the 
naksatras and the pole star; but, being capacitated for this 
by its fiery nature, transforms itself into a long thread of light. 
Like a ray of light it is also capable of suddenly contracting 
itself. That it is capable of undergoing changes of form is due to 
ita consisting of parts; like milk (which thereby-ia enabled to 
turn into curds), ‘Thus, clanging its form in a suitable way the 
internal organ on the one hand completely penetrates the body 
to which it belongs and the object, and on the other hand, 
lengthening itself out, extends through the space between the 
two. That part of it which is limited by the body is called 
organ of Egoity (ahafkira), and agent (kartr:). That part of it 
which stretches itself out between tle body and the thing 
(e.g., the jar) is termed rpitti (modification; function) or action 
(kriya). And that part finally which penetrates the thing and 
constitutes it an object of kuowledge is called ‘that which 
serves for manifestation’ (abhiwyakti-yoqya). As the internal 
organ, made up of these three parts, is of an exceedingly pure 
and transparent nature, Vonsciousness is manifested through it. 
Consciousness thus manifested indeed is one only, but is, accord- 
ing to the three several parts of the internal organ which 
manifest it, denoted by three different terms, That part of 
Consciousness which is particularized by the agent-part of 
the internal organ is called ‘ knowing subject’ (pram@trt); that 
part which is particularized by the action-part is called 
‘means of knowledge’ (pram@ya); and the part particularized 
by that part of the internal organ which serves for the mani- 
featation of the object is called ‘(right) knowledge’ (pramitz). 
In this way the ‘knowing subject,’ ‘the means of knowledge’ 
and ‘ knowledge’ are clearly distinguished. In all there three, 
however, the form of the internal organ is the common factor; 
and as this form consists only in the relation subsisting between 
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the knowing subject and the object known, it becomes possible 
for people to make use of such expressions as ‘this is known by 
me '—wherein all three appear as qualifying one another (this 
mutual qualification being made possihle by the fact that the 
three have a factor common to them all.) As the manifested 
factor (1.¢,, Consciousness) and the manifesting factor (t.4., the 
internal organ), are, through adkyasa, erroneously identified, 
there is no objection to the view that in ordinary thought 
and speech, the attributes of either are erroneously imputed 
to the other. 

But, if by what you call the ‘ manifestation of Conscionsness' 
by the internal organ there be meant the destruction of what 
coueeals Consciousness, it would fullow that the mare cognition 
of a jar effects Kelease ; if, on the other hand, there be meant by 
it some change in the Self itself, the Self then would be subject 
to change! Not so, we reply, What is meant by the 
‘manifestation’ of consciousness is only the suppression (for the 
tine being, and not entire destruction) of what conceals Conaci- 
ousness. Nor ts there any force in the objection male above 
tliat, as the organ of Egoity is non-intelligent and the Self not 
liable to change, there can be no such thing asa ‘ knowing 
subject.. For we have shown just now that the ‘ kaowing sub- 
ject’ is nothing else but the uhatkdra, liable to change, in so 
far as qualified by the manifestation of Consciousness. 

Nor is there any foree in the objection that as Consciousness 
ig present everywhere, there can be no distinction of states af 
consciousness corresponding to differeuce of harman. For, we 
ask, what do you understand by the absence of such distinction ? 
Do you mean that the consciousness of all men is one, and that 
hence the pleasures and pains experienced by one man must 
be experienced by all? Or, do you mean that the conscious 
ness of any individual man is present everywhere, so that 
Devadutta when conscious of a jar must at the same time be 
conscious of the entire world ? The former alternative does 
not touch us. For we certainly do not maintain that Conscious- 
ness by itself is the cause of the perception of objects ;—this 
cannot be, since Consciousness is obscured by Nescience, What 
we mitintain rather is that Consciousness is the cause of per- 
ception in so far as it is manilested by the internal organ. 
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Now there is a different internal organ for each man ; how 
then can you say that our view implies a confusion of the ex- 
periences of all men? Nor does the second alternative. touch 
us. For the internal organ of any individual man, being 
hounded by its limitations, cannot eonnect itself at the 
same inoment with the entire world ; it, therefore, is impossible 
that it should, through Consciousness which it manifests, per- 
ceive all things at once. But may not even a iimited thing 
undergo a certain change so as to become all-pervading, like a 
solar ray ? By no means, we reply. For as for each 
individual object of Perception the causal apparatus on which 
the change of the internal organ depends—comprising Merit 
and Demerit, the several sense-organs and so on—necessarily 
is a different one, the change also would have to be a different 
one for ench object (and henee there can be no change which 
would enable the internal organ to perceive all things at 
once), At the same time we admit that a man who throngh 
the assiduous practice of Yoon creates for himself the causal 
apparatus required for such achange of the internal organ as 
capncitates it to pervade all space, is able to perceive the total- 
ity of things at the sume moment. 





AXRXY. 


[To this theory it may be objected that the existence of an 
internal organ is a mere assumption, which can neither be 
proved, nor is capable to account for the fact of several indivi- 
dual experiences, | 


But, a further question is asked, what is the determining 
motive for assuming the internal organ as the limiting adjunct 
of Consciousness ? is it the need to account for the fact that Consci- 
ousness which is of an essentially non-related nature and hence 
incapable of being affected by objects, actually is so affected ? or, 
such affection being presupposed, the need to account for Cons- 
ciousness illumining objects? In netther case the assumption 
would seem to accomplish what it is meant for. For, as regards 
the former alternative, just because Consciousness is essentially 
non-related, it cannot be affected by objects even when the internal 
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organ is present asa limiting adjunct, And as regards the latter 
alternative, the limiting adjunct is not required for the purpose 
of illumining objects, since such illumination is due exclusively 
to their connexion with Consciousness. As the hypothesis of the 
internal organ thus serves no possible purpose it must be given 
up; and how then shall we ward off the conclusion that Consei- 
ousness, omnipresent and hence connected with all objects 
whatsoever, Ulumines them all at the same time? 

[Page 73.) The Vedantin will perhaps attempt to meet this 
conclusion by establishing the following alternative :—" The 
“simultaneous consciousness of all objects’ that you urge against 
us—do you view this consciousness as belonging to the con- 
sclousness of the individual soul which is a mere reflexion, or 
to the Brahman-consciousness which is the thing reflected ? 
The former cannot be, since the jiva-consciousnes is something 
limited. If you mean the latter, your objection loses ita force; 
for that view is Just what we accept; and even though’ the 
individual soul and Brahman are really one, yet the limited 
consciousness of the one remains quite distinct from the universal 
consciousness of the other: just as the darkness of the image 
reflected (in a stained mirror) is entirely distinct from the 
brightness of the object reflected.” 

But this reasoning is unsound; because all consciousness of 
objects being the consciousness of Brahman, the individual 
soul could not have even limited consciousness; just as it has 
no universal consciousness ; for the simple reason that universal 
consciousness can have no connection with the individual soul 
which is always limited by the organ of Egoity. 

“ But as the internal organ which is the limiting adjunct 
of the individual soul is, throngh the eves and the other sense- 
organs, in connexion with the objects, the soul may in this way 
cognise objects !” Not so, the opponent replies. For if 
the soul were to cognise all such things as are In contact with 
the internal organ, it would also permanently cognise Brahman 
itself which, as being omnipresent, is in contact with (all things 
and hence with) the internal organ also. Perhaps you will 
now advance the following view:—" Having Nescience for its 
limiting adjunct the individual soul—even though all-pervading 
(as being one with Brahinan)—is yet unable to illumine the entire 
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world ; for as it is concealed by Nescience it does itself not shine 
forth, as appears from the Consciousness ‘1 am not-knowing.’ 
Nescience itself may be limited ; but this constitutes no reason 
why it should not obscure Consciousness although present every- 
where ; for we observe that even a finger if held close to the eye 
may conceal big objects, such as the sun. We, therefore, hold 
that wherever the obscuring effect of Nescience is overpowered 
by the affection of the internal organ, there consciousness 
is manifested, and then illumines some thing, but not all 
things.” But this view also has no foundation; for clearly 
the internal organ, which isa mere product of Nescience, cannot 
overpower Nescience, its own material cause. ‘The conclusion 
is that the Vedantin is unable to account in any way for the 
distinction of different states of Consciousuess, on the part of 
different individual souls. 


XXXVI 


[But to this the reply is that without the assumption of 
internal organs actual individual cognition, in its positive 
Gspects as well as its limitations, could not be accounted for. It 
is this assumption only which makes it intelligible how there 
should be the endless illusory play of limited finite minds 
with limited spberes of objects of cognition. This could not 
be explained on the mere assumption of a general principle 
of Nescience. Nor is this view of cognition liable to being 
confounded with the theory of the Bauddha Idealist (the Vijia- 
navadin); for according to us (Veddntins) cognition (ar con- 
siiousness) is one only, absolutely homogeneous and unchanging 
and eternal ; an element of difference is introduced into it by 
its objects only, a ¢, the innumerous special modifications of 
that great magic show of Maya or Nescience which, though 
existing fur Consciousness only, is not of its essence. The 
Vijfianavddin on the other hand holds that there exist numberless 
series of individual acts of cognition—or states of conscious- 
ness—each of which is momentary and has ita own distinctive 
character : the distinction of these cognitions belongs to them 
essentially, and is not due to the difference of objects ; for objects 
of thought, in any sense, do not exist. ] 
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To this reasoning we, Vedantins, make the following reply:— 
The consciousness of the individual soul, although on account 
of its non-related character it is not affected elsewhere, is 
affected through the internal organ, since such is its nature. 
In an analogous way, generic character (jati), as ¢.g., of cows, 
although present everywhere (us being eternal! is affected (so 
as to manifest itself) only in certain individual bodies charac- 
terized by dewlaps and so on; not in any other place. If 
to this analogy it be objected that jati (‘ gotra’) even though 
all-pervading exists in certain individuals only, we refer 
you to the light of a lamp as furnishing a fully analogous 
instance. The light of a lainp, although penetrating alike 
places where there is colour, taste, smell, sound ete,, mani- 
fests colour only, nothing else, In the same way, we assume, 
the limiting adjunct constituted by the internal organ serves 
the purpose of bringing about the affection of Consciousness 
by objects. Nor is the light of Consciousness capable of 
illumining objects, apart from such affection; for like the 
light of a lamp, it illamines only what is in actual contact with 
it, Braliman indeed—as being the material cause of all— 
iljumines the entire world as belonging to its Self and non- 
different from itself, even without the affection due toa limiting 
adjunct. The individual soul, on the other hand, is ineapable 
of doing this, since itis not the material cause of the world. 
Nor must it be thought that as the inclividual soul in itself has no 
illumining power, it is incapable—as a jar would be—of aecquir- 
ing illumining power through connexion with something else ; 
for we observe that while mere fire has no power to burn grass 
and the like, it acquires that power when pervading a lump 
ofiron. Hence even on the supposition of the individual soul 
being nothing else but pure witnessing Consciousness, essen- 
tially unrelated and not concealed by Nescience, the distinction 
of different states of conscidusness may be explained as due 
tothe internal organ. If, on the other hand, the individual 
soul is conceived as a reflexion of pure Consciousness in the 
internal organ, it of course is something limited, and the 
distinction referred to will explain itself all the more easily, 
The cognition of objects at bottom no doubt belongs to 
Brahma-consciousness ; but since that Brahma-consciousness ig 
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not manifested in the modification of the internal organ, 
which is the limiting adjunct of the individual soul and 
which pervades the object,—it may without contradiction, 
be viewed as Jiva-consciousness also. Braliman again no doubt 
is connected with the internal organ (for it is connected 
with all things), but there is no modification of that organ 
which has the form of Brahman; and this explains why the 
individual soul does not at all times cognize Brahman. For 
it is not the mere internal organ as such which mani- 
fests a thing, bat the change of the organ into the form of 
the thing. Otherwise merit and demerit ete. also—which 
abide in the internal organ—would manifest themselves to 
consciousness, Tlie individual soul itself also is manifested not 
in the mere internal organ, but in that organ when undergoing 
a certain Ego-modification which has the form of the soul. 
In deep sleep where that Ego-modification does not take place, 
there is no consciousness of the individual Self. It thus appears 
that also on the view of the individual soul being a reflexion of 
pure Conaciousness in the internal organ, the fact of there being 
many distinct states of individual conscious experience, in 
accordance with the many distinct karmans, presents no theo 
retical difficulties. 

If, again, the individual soul is viewed as omnipresent 
Consciousness having Nescience for its adjunet, then also the 
distinction in question ‘viz., of many different states of individual 
experience) can be accounted for on the ground of the internal 
organ concealing the concealing factor (i.e. Neseience), For it is 
by no means impOssible that an effect should conceal its material 
cause; we observe e.g., that such products as scorpions and 
plants conceal their material causes i.e, cowdung and earth ; 
that is to say, we do not recognise in the body of the scorpion 
the dung from which it has sprung, nor in the plant the earth 
out of which it is formed. We thus arrive at a conclusion which 
disposes completely of the objection raised above (p. 70), 
The Vedanta system does supply us with the means to account 
for the current distinctions of subject of knowledge, means of 
knowledge and soon; we, therefore, are justified in holding that 
an element of distinction is introduced into Consciousness by the 
impressions left behind by previous states of ‘ knowing subject’, 
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due to previous ahatk@ras; and that hence the superimposition 
on such Consciousness of an ahatkira, containing within itself 
elements of distinction, is something possible, 

Nor may it be urged against this view that, as on jt all 
objects of knowledge are mere illusory products (vivartta) of, 
and have no existence apart from, Consciousness, the theory of 
the Ved@utin thus becomes identical with that of the Pijitanara 
din, For if doctrines were declared to be identical on account of 
some partial agreement, a general confusion of all doctrines 
would be the result. In the case uncer discussion there certain- 
ly is no complete agreement, The Vijfanavadin holda that 
there are many momentary cognitions (nijffna) and that the 
(so-ealled) objects are non-different from the cognitions, We, 
on the other hand, who hold the true doctrine, maintain 
that there is only one eternal cognition (Consciousness) upon 
which there are superimposed (through avidya! objects possess- 
ing separate causal powers, and that there is nothing to sublate 
the permanency of those ohjects. This Consciousness we hold 
to be without a second (one only!, because it is everywhere 
recognised (as one and the same). The uppearance of difference 
implied in the several cognitions of a jar, a piece of cloth 
and so on, depends on the objects: it does not belong to the 
essential nature of cognition, From this non-duality of cons- 
clousness there at once follows its eternity. Nor is it true 
that cognition and its objects are non-different; the truth rather 
is that they are of an absolutely different nature, conscious- 
ness having the characteristics of inwardness and continuity, 
abjects those of outwardness and discontinuity, 

The separate causal efficiency of objects is proved by im- 
mediate experience ; and their permanence follows from the fact 
of recognition. Hence although the organ of Egoity and the 
rest (1. ¢., the entire objective world) are merely superimposed 
upon Consciousness, (and hence not real in the true sense) 
the Veddnta-theory can by no means be confounded with the 
theory of the Vijftnaradin, 
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AAXVIT. 


[Nor can we allow the Vijianavadin’s argument that the sce 
ealled consciousness of real objects of thought may be resolved 
into a mere succession of several momentary cognitions or ideas. 
For what we actually are conacious of is not a series of discrete 
momentary cognitions, but engnitions which extend over some 
time, during which they remain identically the same; identity 
is immediately recognised by us.] 


[Page 75]. At this point, however, the Vijitanaradin comes 
forward and sets up the following plea for his own theory :— 

‘As Ine colour and the idea of it are necessarily experienced 
together, the two are identical. If the blne colour were some- 
thing different from consciousness, it would not present itself to 
ennsciousness at all. If it presented itself to consciousness 
(although different from it) why should not all things present 
themselves in one act of consciousness? In neither csse do 
we discern a determining connexion of blue colour and the 
idea of it.’ 

Should you say that it is just the fact of the thing's pro 
ducing the idea which constitutes the necessary connexion for 
which we ask,—we deny this for the reason that from this it would 
follow that the sense-organ also is an object, since the organ 
also produces the idea. We hence hold the object and the idea 
to be identical. “But the judgment ‘1 know this thing’ 
implies immediate consciousness of the knowing subject, the 
object known and the act of cognition as three entities essentially 
different, although related to one another!” I cannot admit 
this, the Vijfitnavadin rejoins, since merely momentary existences 
cannot be related. Lf the knowing subject and the object of 
knowledge were of a permanent nature, they might be connected 
by the act of knowledge which results from the desire of know- 
ledge; but how can there be a connexion between two momen- 
tary entities ? We, therefore, must represent to ourselves the 
process as follows:—At first there arise in succession three 
different cognitions, the Z-cognition, the Whis-cognition, and 
the cognition ‘ (1) know,'—each cognition having its own specific 
character. After this there originates from that third cognition, 

Viv, 175, 


404 Inpian Tuovanr : Viraraya-prameyasangraha. Sitra I, Cu. I. 


which is coloured as it were by the after-effect (rtleunt) of the 
firat and second cognitions, a new cognition, similar to the third 
cognition and weighted with the characters of the three preced- 
ing cognitions, This being so, it must be admitted that what 
has the character of an object is noth ing else but a momentary 
cognition. Otherwise {i.¢., if there were an independent external 
object), since no satisfactory definition of the connexion between 
idea and thing can he given, there could be no consciousness 
whatever of an object of knowledge. Nor can the nomentary 
nature of cognitions be contested. For just as the cognition 
of blue colour implies the cognition of the difference of blue 
colour from yellow and other colours,—so, we conclude, the 
eognition, which presents itself to conscionsness as prevent, 
implies the exclusion of any connection of that cognition with 
either the past or the future, The momentariness of cognition 
thus is proved by immediate knowledge (pratyaksa). 

This position we Vedantins counter-argue as follows :—Cogni- 
tion is not momentary, for (when engagerl in some special 
cognition) we are not conscious of any difference, in successive 
moments, in the nature of the cognition. Nor do we allow that 
this absence of consciousness of difference is due to the extremely 
close resemblance (of the successive momentary cognitions). 
For we put the following alternative :—Is the difference of cog- 
nitions (which you maintain) an attribute of each cognition and 
to be known through a further cognition ? or does it constitute 
the essential nature of the cognition itself, so as to be cognized 
by this very cognition? On the former alternative, if the two 
cognitions pertaining to the object, were not themselves cognised 
by a third cognition, the difference between them would not be 
apprehended ; and if they were eognised by a third cognition, 
the cognition of difference (between the two) would apprehend 
all the three factors—(1) the object, (2) the two cognitions and 
(3) the difference between the cognitions,—with which trinity it 
would also have to be identical or non-lifferent. On the latter 
alternative, your contention, that the difference which constitutes 
the essential nature of the cognitions does not present itself to 
consciousness because the several cognitions are so very similar, 
really comes to this that the cognition itself is not apprehended 
by consciousness ; from which there follows a universal blindness 
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of the world (1.¢., absence of all consciousness), Nor can 
we allow you to plead that the difference of the cognitions 
ia assumed in order to account for their similarity ; for this 
alleged similarity is not established by any of the valid means 
of knowledge and is flatly contradicted by the consciousness of 
the oneness of cognition. Against this you will perhaps 
argue as follows :— Since the appearance of oneness is ersoneous, 
it does not contradict the similarity maintained by us ; but as 
the erroneous appearance of the oneness of diferent cognitions 
cannot be accounted for but on the ground of similarity, we are 
compelled to assume the latter.’ But this is clear reagon- 
ing inacirele. You at first prove the erroneousness of the 
appearance of oneness of the cognitions on the ground of their 
being separate but similar, and then you proceed to prove the 
latter fact by the former. You will possibly attempt to 
retaliate by charging us with the same Ingical mistake—‘ You 
prove the validity of the consciousness of the oneness of the 
cognitions, on the ground of their similarity not being established 
by any means of knowledge, and being contradicted by some ; 
and at the same time you prove the Intter fact by the former !’ 
But there you are mistaken. For we hold that the recognition 
which assures us of the oneness of cognition constitutes an 
independent means of true knowledge. 


XXXVITL. 


(The Vijiifnavadin attempts to upset this argument by deny- 
ing that a non-contradictory conception of so-called Recognition 
can be formed. But against this we maintain that Reeognition 
may validly be conceived as perceptive cognition with which 
there combines an impression left behind bya previous per- 
ception. On such recognition there also resta the incontest- 
able consciousness of personal identity; for of the Self, in as 
much as determined by an ahatkara, there may be a mental im- 
pression and hence remembrance and recognition. This view 
also disposes of the Prabhakara theory according to which there 
ig no direct recognition of a permanent identical Self; the latter 
being proved indirectly only by the fact of the recognition of 
permanent objects of thought. ] 
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Here our adversary raises an objection against the use we 
make of Reengnition | pratyabhijia). “ What," he asks, “do you 
understand by Recognition? Do you define it as immetliate 
perceptive knowledge (pratyaksa) having for its object the 
relation of one thing to two points of tune, viz., a past one and 
the present one ? This definition we reject ; for perceptive 
knowledge apprehends present things only. ‘But recogni- 
tion i# of the nature of Perception ; for it is originated by whiat is 
the cause of the valid cognition of a present thing—such cause 
being conjoined with the impression left by a previous percep- 
tion !' This definition also does not satisfy us: for it does 
not meet the case of the recognition of the Self which expresses 
itself in the form‘ | now am the same person | was then.’ For 
your (the Vedintin’s) Self is eternal and self-illumined, and 
hence there can neither be an impression of it, nor can know- 
ledge be originated in it, Nor again can Reeognition 
be defined as neither more nor less than the cognition of 
& thing's essential nature. For such cognition, like the light 
of a lamp, illumines only what is present here and now, 
and hence does not imply reflexion on what is earlier and later 
(reHexion of which kind after all is implied in Recognition). 
On our (the Vijianavadin’s) view, the judgment ‘I (am) that 
one (4. ¢. the same person I formerly was)’ consists of two 
cognitions each of which has its own specific character, and 
is not a‘recognition.’ As Recognition thus does not admit 
of @ satisfuctory definition, you may not use it as a means to 
prove the oneness of cognition,” 

To this we Vedantins make the fol lowing reply :— Although 
knowledge cannot indeed be originated in the pure Self, and 
there can be no impression of it, yet both these things are 
possible with regard to the Self qualified by the internal organ ; 
and of this Self, therefore, there can be recognition as defined 
by us. Nor must you object to this on the ground that, if the 
Self qualified by the internal organ is the object of recognition, 
and at the same time the recognising subject also, there arises 
the contradiction of one and the same thing being object of 
action and agent. For, the followers of all philosophical schoola 
are agreed that the Self is agent and objeet of action, in so far 
as it is the object of certain inferential reasonings as to its 
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difference from the body and similar things. Against this 
the following objection will perhaps be raised :—In inferential 
reasoning the so-called ‘object’ (rigaya) is mot an object of 
action (karman), since when we infer something past or distant 
or the like, the object (vigaya) not being present cannot give 
rise to cognition, On the other hand, even what is not present 
may be an object {visaya), for cognition has that character. 
In inference, therefore, the Self is ‘not a karmay but) agent 
(kartri) only; in perceptive knowledge, on the other hand, the 
object of which gives rise to engnition, it is object of action 
(karma) also. Hence the contradiction animadverted on above 
(of the Self being at once harmay and kartrt) is not removed 
‘since the instance of anum@na is not analogous), Your 
objection, we reply, is invalid, for you overlook the following 
point, In recognition of the Self, the Self in eo far as qualified 
by the internal organ is the recognising agent, and the Self 
in so far as qualified by earlier and later time is the object 
recognised : it is this difference of conditioning adjuncts which 
renders it possible for the Self to be at the same time agent and 
object of action. 

But, a final objection is raised,—why take ull this trouble to 
prove the validity of Recognition ? Let us rather say that there 
is no such thing as recognition! Impossible, we rejoin, 
For, recognition expressing itself in the form ‘I now am the 
saine person I formerly was’ is vouched for by inmmeiliate 
consciousness. And as all men are agreed as to this, it cannot 
be acase of error. The contention of the Bauddha, that in 
the judgment ‘I (am) that’ we have to do with two separate 
cognitions each of which has its own character, cannot be 
upheld. For were this so, we should have to conclude that 
also in the judgment ‘ cognition is momentary" we have to do 
with two cognitions, and in that case the theory of the momen- 
tariness of cognition (which is the Bauddha’s great maiustay) 
eould clearly not be established. And if to thia the reply 
were given that in the view of those who hold that eogni- 
tions only exist, all attributes, including momentariness, are 
unreal, we ask—what then prevents you from admitting also 
permanency aud similar attributes as unreal? This wonld at 
any rate be in accordance with such immediate deliverances 
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of consciousness as ‘Il am now the same person as I formerly 
was,’ 

We next turn to the view of the nature of recognition, 
held by the followers of Prabhakara. In their opinion the 
permanent Self is established, not by the fact of its being the 
object of recognition expressing itself in the forin ‘ | um the same 
I was’; but by the fact of its being the substrate of recognitive 
cognitions suchas ‘this is that jar (I perceived previously),’ 
This view we must reject, For that which is distinguished by 
connexion with earlier and later time cannot be the substrate of 
a recognitive act which is a momentary function ouly, and hence 
the permanency of the Self caunot be proved from Recognition, 

To this the Prabhakara makes the following reply :—‘'A 
previous cognition of a jar or the like object, when remembered 
at the present moment in the form ‘I then had snch and 
such a cognition’ establishes as the substrate of that cognition a 
Self existing al the time of the cognition; and, again, the act 
of remembrance proves the existence of a present Self as the 
substrate of that act. It is in this way that the existence of a 
permanent Self is established, and there is no need of the 
hypothesis—not resting on any valid means of knowledge—of a 
recognition—' 1 am the same person [ was’ —whicli has the Self 
for its object.” This, we rejoin, is unsound reasoning, The 
remembrance and the original perception, being two several acta 
of cognition, no doubt prove the existence of a Self at those two 
points of time; but there is nothing to prove the connexion with 
both those times of one and the same Self. “ But it is just 
that double cognition which proves that connexion also!" 

But then in the same way in the case of the jar also the 
permanence of the object will be established by the two several 
cognitions and an additional recognition will not be required! 
The recognition will serve the purpose of strengthening the 
proot of the object's permanence ! Let us then return tothe 
question under discussion (viz., whether there is a direct recog- 
nition of the Self or not), Do those two cognitions on which you 
insist, prove the connexion of the Self with two points of time 
directly, or by giving rise to recognition? On the former 
alternative, either cognition by itself cannot prove that connexion, 
since either by itself cannot have for its substrate the Self 


Var. 180. 


Vijtanavada Opsecrions acaisst Recoayrrion neruTep. 409 


as related to two points of time. Nor can the two in combi- 
nation prove that connexion ; for a past perception and a 
present remembrance cannot be simultaneous, And the second 
alternative implies that you also accept the reeognition ‘I am the 
same person I was’ as having for its object tha permanent Self. 
Nor must you say that the Self is at no time the object of cogni- 
tion, and hence cannot be the object of recognition, for in the jude 
ment ‘there took place such and such a cognition of mine,’ the 
Self is the object of the cognition of remembrance. In the re- 
membrance the Self, in so far as connected with the time when 
the remembrance originates, indeed is presented only as the 
substrate of the cognitional activity, not as its object; but at 
the same time the Self which was the substrate of, and contem- . 
poraneous with, the remembered cognition, becomes the object 
of the present cognitional activity. But should we not rather 
say that the remembrance constitutes as its object the original 
cognition only, and that this remembered cognition suggests to 
consciousness the Self which was its substrate, as substrate 
only ? Not so, we reply. For at the time of remembrance 
the original cognition is not present, and therefore incapable of 
establishing tts substrate. Only such states of consciousness as 
are self-illumined prove their substrate, and not suchas are the 
object of remembrance and hence illumined by something outside 
themselves. Otherwise 1t would follow that also merit and the 
rest which are established by something else have the power of 
proving the Self which is their substrate. It therefore must he 
admitted that the Self of past time is the ohject of remembrance, 
And this then justifies us in holding that also the recognitive 
judgment ‘1am the same! formerly was’ las the Self for its 
object. Hence the Prahakaras also have to reject the doctrine 
of the momentariness of the conscious Self, on the ground of 
that recognition of which the Self is the object. 


Viv, 181, 


410 Ispraw Tuovant: Vicarana-prameyasaigraha. Sutra I, Cu, I. 


AXNXIX. 

[Nor is there any force in the arguments by which the 
Bauddha endeavours to prove the momentariness of all that ie, 
i-¢., on the Vijainavada view of all cognition, Particularly 
he fails to effect this on the ground that being means having 
ecisal power: for he is quite unable to give a satisfactory 
account of the ‘causal power’ of momentary states of cogni- 
tion. | 


Well, the Bandidha resumes, let us then prove the momentari- 
ness of jars and the like (i.¢, things generally called external) 
in the following way. ‘The penultimate and all preceding 
moments of the existence of the jar are invariably accompanied 
by the destruction of that jar whieh will exist in the next follow- 
ing moment ‘7.e. each moment of the jar’s existence implies the 
non-existence of the jar of the next following moment), for they 

all are moments of the existence of the jar; just as the last 

“moment is (which is avowedly followed by the jar's destruc- 
tian.’ But this inference is invalid, siuce it may be met 
by the equally specious, following inference. ‘ The moment 
of the jar’s destruction implies the existence of the jar; for 
ii is a moment of time, just as those other moments of ume, 
in which the jar is acknowledged to exist.’ And if to this 
latter inference you object that the conclusion contradicts the 
actual consciousness of the jar's non-existence (consequent on 
destruction), we reply that your inference as to the momen- 
tariness of the jar equally contradicts an indubitable fact of 
experience, viz., tle recognition ‘ the jar of the present moment 
is the same jar | perceived in previous moments,’ 

Well, the Bauddha resumes, we then set forth the following 
inference :—* whatever has being (all existent things ; bhavah) is 
momentary; for it possesses causal power, (The underlying 
vyGpti being ‘whatever possesses causal power is momen- 
tary’); while absence of causal power implies non-being as 
exemplified by the ‘hare's horn’ (which is a non-entity). 

Nor may this be met by the counter-assertion that the 
capability of producing effects which are preceded by causal 
activity belongs only to permanent things other than the con- 
junction of elficient causes, and not to momentary existences. 
Viv. 182. 
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For, we ask, does your permanent thiog produce one effect only; 
or several effects simultaneously; or several effects in sueces- 
sion? On the two former alternatives the permanency of the 
thing lapses; for an effect originating ouce ouly can be due to 
a momentary cause only, And the third alternative ts inaclm 16- 
sible: fora thing capable of producing effects ie not capable 
of delay (i. ¢, no reason ean be assigned why the effects which 
a thing is at all capable of producing should not be produced 
all at once. The characteristic feature of existences thus 14 
that they produce all their effects in one moment. 

To this we Vedantine make the following reply :—Your 
reasoning is invalid, since you are unable to give a satis- 
factory account of causal efficiency. For in what sense can 
cognitions (samvid; states of consciousness) be causally 
active? Does this mean that a state of consciousness origi- 
nates a cognition, the object of which is the originating state 
of consciousness? or that it originates another momentary 
existence (cognition)? And in the former case, does the cog- 
nition produced belong to its own series (4. ¢., the series consti- 
tuting the person to which the originating cognition belongs)? 
or to the series constituting some other person? or to the 
series of the All-knowing one? The first alternative is Inadmis- 
sible : since stutes of consciousness are self-llumined (and hence 
require no cognition outside themselves to ilamine them). 

“Let us then accept the second alternative. For a state of 
consciousness of Devadatta may, although self-illumined, be the 
object of, and hence that which produces, a state of consciousness 
of Yajiindatta,” This also is untenable, we reply. For the 
consciousness of Devacatta cannot be the object of, and hence 
produce, perceptive cognition on the part of Yajnadatta; for the 
reason that we never observe that the state of mind of one person 
is an object of perception on the part of another person, Nor 
again can Devadutta's consciousness be the object of, and hence 
produce, inferential cognition on the part of Yajnadatta; for you 
admit that perceptive cognition only is preduced by its object. 
“The third alternative then will hold good. For the perceptive 
(intuitive) cognition of the all-knowing Lord constitutes as its 
objects the states of consciousness of all men, and hence is pro- 
duced by them.” By no means, wereply. For if this were 
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the ease, the consciousness of the Lord would be perturbed by the 
troubled thoughts of the creatures involved in the samsira, For 
in your view the cognition and the object of cognition are one. 
“ Bat may we not say that the consciousness of the Lord although 
troubled in this way does not suffer from these troubles, for the 
reason that they are sublated by the knowled geof truth ?" 
Not so, we reply. A cognition cannot sublate ite own trouble: 
for the latter cannot in one and the same moment be brought 
about and also sublated. Nor can a further cognition refer 
itself to the trouble and sublate it; forthe trouble of a previous 
cognition is not the object of a subsequent one, And if it were 
that, the subsequent cognition would be perturbed just as the 
previons one; and how then could it sublate the trouble? Nor 
finally can the conscious element of the cognition, separating 
itself from the element of trouble, be the object of—and thus pro- 
duce—a cognition on the part of the Lord. For if this were so, 
the Lor would not be aware of the trouble of the creatures, 
and how then could He impart the instruction required hy them ? 
Nor can we accept the second of the above alternatives, viz., 
that momentary existences have cansal eficiency in so far aa 
originating other momenta ry existences, For from this it would, 
on your theory, follow that the last ‘moment! (momentary 
existence) has no being. To explain, You hold that there arise 
in constait succession cognitions perturbed by the false imagina- 
tions of permanency, of the distinction of substance and quality 
and the like, by desire and otter defects, and by ohbjects—each 
cognition being originated by impressions having the character 
of former cognitions of the same kind. The true conception 
‘AIL this is momentary" puts an end to the imagination of 
Permanency, The conception ‘everything is svalaksaya’ destroys 
the imagination of substances, qualities and the rest. Through 
the conception ‘all this is pain’ the troubles caused by desire 
and other imperfections, by action, by pleasure and pain, pass 
away, And finally the conception ‘ull is void’ dispels the 
trouble due to objects. Those four true conceptions, antagonistic 
to all impressions left by previous cognitions, thus having 
gradually allayed the fourfold trouble, there originates from the 
penultimate state of consciousness, which is the last state in 
which the true conceptions preponderate—one further state of 
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consciousness which is free from all trouble. This state, being 
the last link of the chain that constitutes the samsara, is called 
‘the last moment.’ Now, since this last moment does not 
originate any effect of its own, it follows (on the view of the 
Vijfanavadin) that it has no being ; and from this there fellows, 
by a retrogressive extension of the same reasouing, the non- 
being of all the preceding ‘moments.’ But that last moment 
being an object of cognition on the part of the Lord produces 
cognition in him \and hence does possess causal efficiency, ! 

From this it would follow, we reply, that the ‘last moment’ 
(of consciousness on the part of the indivianal being) and the 
cognition on the part of the Lord, being both of them absolutely 
pure, (free from all perturbation) woul be of the same nature, 
and hence be constituents of one and the same chain ;—for the 
relation of cause an! effect between two things of the sare nature 
is just what constitutes the characteristic mark of one ehain. 
And as thus the chain would not be broken, there would be no 
release. Let it then be assumed that it is just this entering 
(of the last link of the chain of individual consciousness! into the 
chain of the All-knowing one that constitutes Release ! On 
this supposition also, we reply, it would be difficult to explain in 
what way that last moment should be the object of the Lord's 
cognition, and hence it cannot be shown to possess causal 
eficiency. For two states of consciousness can. stand in the 
relation of object (rtgeya) and that for which the object is 
(vigayin), onty if they are different; but in the present case 
no difference exists. One state of consciousness (qui conscious- 
nese), does not differ from another state of consciousness ; 
difference between the two could be established only by denying 
the character of consciousness to that other state. Nor can the 
former state be said to differ from the latter qué non-consciqus- 
ness; for that would imply that a state of consciousness is a 
state of non-consciousness (which is absurd). It, therefore, 
cannot be proved that the ‘last moment’ possesses causal 
efficiency, inasmuch as producing a cognition on the ‘ast of the 
Al-knowing one; and hence that last moment has no being 
‘in the sense allowed by the Bauddha). Again, if we were 
to assume that the last moment produces an effect, the ques- 
tion would arise whether the causal efficiency thus manifested 
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establishes the feing of its cause (7.¢., the last moment), or 
the idea of it. The former cannot be accepted, since the cause 
exists before the effect: otherwise it could not be a cause. If 
the latter were the case, the effect would bring about the idea of 
the cause only when itself manifested by its canse: and similar. 
ly the ilea of the cause also, being an effect, would manifest the 
idea of its own cause, and so on: there thus would bea regresuus 
ad infinitum. And should you say that a state of consciousness 
manifesis itselfand that henee no such regressus takes place, 
you give up the position that causal eficiency is the cause of 
the idea of a thing having being (as under your last hypothesis 
the idea would not have causal effivienry), If, in order to avoid 
this, the iden were to be regarded as its own effect and eanse, 
this would involve an objectionable self-dependence ‘atma- 
shraya). The conclusion from all this is that ‘being’ (Sattva) 
does not consist in possessing causal energy, but is a certain 
specific attribute not further to be explained, Hence there is no 
reason why a permanent thing which after having in one mo- 
ment produced an effect is at rest (i. ¢., does not produce effects) 
in the subsequent moments should not possess being. We 
now turn to the assertion, above made by the Vijia@navadin, that 
a permanent thing cannot produce several effects in succession, 
since that which is at all capable of producing effects cannot 
delay doing eo. This also is quite unfounded. It is in fall 
accordance with reason that a thing capable of producing certain 
effects should produce them in succession only, such succession 
being regulated by the suecession in which the different auxi- 
liary factors co-operating towards the production of the effect 
combine with the causal thing. For that this actually takes 
place is a matter of common experience. 

Against this our view the followi ng objection will possibly 
be raised. As after all it is irrational to view a thing capable 
of producing certain effects as standing in need of co-operating 
factors, let us assume that all things are in themselves dest; tute 
of causal power and give rise to the required causal apparatus 
by their mutual relations, and that the causal apparatus thus 
produce is what produces the effect. But this theory also 
is untenable. For if the several things possess the capability of 
producing the causal apparatus, their mutual relations are not 
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required ; and if they do not possess that capability and hence 
do not produee the apparatus, their mutual relations will remain 
fruitless; so in either case we can do nothing with those 


mutual relutions. Let us then say that nothing ever depends 
on co-operating factors (for producing an effect). This, we 


réply, is in conflict with experience, Nor eau such experience 
be held to be erroneous, since there is nothing to refute it, You 
no doubt have declared that the need of co-operating fnctors 
cannot rationally be assumed either for that which in itself las 
causal power or for that whieh has no such power; but such 
nead may be assumed in the case of the mere thing, ennceived 
as devoid alike of causal power and its absence, For this is 
what you also will have to accept: for instance, when you are 
faced by the following diffieulty— if the effect has being (real 
existence), you, implicitly, abandon your fundamental theory ; 
if on the other hand, it has no real being, it becomes impossible 
satisfactorily to account for the connexion of special causes with 
special effects, and this would imply that auything may spring 
from anything’ —you will lave to put asile all connexion or 
non-connextun (of cause and effect) with being or non-being 
and simply define a cause as that which has regular previous 
existence, and an effect as that which has regular subsequent 
existence, Anil if, accepting these definitions, you puint ont that 
positive and negative experiences determine what actually has 
regular previous existence antl hence is a cause, and what has 
regular subsequent existence and lence is an eflect—we point 
out that just in the same way positive and negative experiences 
determine that certain auxiliary factors, co-operating with the 
eausal thing, have regular previous existence. And this concln- 
sively proves that there is the need (for the causal thing in the 
narrower sense) of co-operative factors.—A further question ig 
in what special way these auxiliary factors affect the causal 
thing by their action. 

On this question a certain school propounds the following 
view. lo the case of the causal thing termed seed certain co- 
operative factors, such as earth,, water, etc.,—the co-operation of 
which is proved by positive and negative experience—produce 
in the seed a certain condition termed turgescence, (uchchhinata) 
and it is thereby that the seed acquires causal power with 
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regard to its effect, 1. ¢., the sprout ; were it otherwise, earth, water 
and so on, would not be helpful and hence not required by the 
seed. But this also is au untenable view, For the question 
arises, 18 the seed capable of giving rise to that special condition 
of itself, or is it not so capable ? Ifit is not capable, it will not 
give rise to that condition even when a thousand co-operative 
factors are at hand, and consequently it will not be capable of 
prodneing the sprout. If, on the other hand, it is so capable, 
we ask—is it capable of giving rise to the condition called 
‘turgescence only after having passed through another (inter- 
mediate) state due to the co-yperating factors; or (directly) with- 
out having gone through an intermediate state? In the former 
case that intermediate state willagain presuppose another inter- 
mediate state, and that again another and so on, in infinitum, 
And in the latter case, why then, possessing causal power as it 
does {acecoriling to the assumption), should it not give rise to the 
sprout directly, without any intervening condition ? But, 
the opponent says, the origination of the sprout presupposes 
the origination of the condition called ‘turgescence’: while 
the origination of this latter condition is effected by the mere 
presence of the co-operating factors ; for this is what is actually 
observed. lf this were so, we reply, the cause, capable of 
producing certain effects, would require co-operative factors 
which do not produce any helpful effect upon it; and this is a 
conclusion that contradicts your original position, This Jast 
view, held by a certain school cannot therefore be estallished. 
Well, the advocate of general momentariness now resumes, 
just from this it follows that our view must be accepted. For 
we hold not that the co-operating factors have a helpful action 
on the cause itself; but that the effect springing from the mo- 
mentary original cause demands co-operating causes, since an 
effect is brought about by many causes. So much indeed we 
hold in common with you who maintain the existence of per- 
manent causes. Buton your view it is (liffeult to escape from 
the conelusion that the effects should originate immiedintely, 
as svon as the cause exists; for there is nothing to determine 
auccessive production of the effects. Nor may you say that 
there ig something to account for such suecessive production of 
effects; viz., the successive connexion and non-connexion of the 
Viv. 188. 
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eansal thing with auxiliary factors, For this ‘connexion" also 
inust persist so long as the correlates of that connexion exist 
(and henee the contingency of the immediate origination of 
effects remains}. Nor may you say that what determines the 
connexion is a further connexion; for this leads us into an 
infinite regress. Nor muy you urge against us that, ‘on the 
view of universal momentariness also the effect cannot he con- 
ceived as originating in the moment of the existence of the 
canse, since that woulil imply the simaltaneousness of cause and 
effect (and thus contradict the very nature of cause and effect) ; 
and that, if we should maintain that the two are not simul- 
taneons but that the effect exists at another moment, there would 
be nothing to determine that moment’ For there is such a 
determining circumstance: the moment of the existence of the 
efiect is the moment which immediately succeels the moment 
of the cause. All which proves the doctrine of general momen- 
tariness to be the only sound one, 

But this we, Veddntins, finally re-argue as follows :—In all 
eases the relation of cause and effect is to be ascertained on the 
basis of invariable concomitance. Let us take a special instance. 
Does, in your opinion, the invariable concomitance of cause and 
effect exist between individual fire-woments and smoke- 
moments, or between the two entire respective series ? The 
former cannot be, since mere momentary existences cannot 
persist during the time required by the two cognitions of posi- 
tive and negative concomitance (through which the Vyapte is 
established). And on the latter alternative it would follow that 
amoke would originate also from fire in the condition of glowing 
coals ; for fire in that state also is a member of the ‘ fire series,’ 
just as fire in other conditions is. Nor ts it open to you to argue 
that in this latter case the non-production of smoke is accounted 
for by the absence of wood ; for wood also exists at the time,— 
viz., in its own series. Nor may it be said that there is, in the 
given case, no connexion between the wood and the fire (and 
hence no smoke); for as the two series are permanent, such 
connexion must necessarily be ailmitted. Nor again can it be 
said that the connexion is not permanent (eternal), since it 
depends on another previous conuexion; for this would lead us 
into an infinite regress. But from this latter difficulty we 
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escape by accepting the view (generally allowerl) that we need 
not go heyond three or four steps backward (in the series of 
previous connexions accounting for the present connexion !)* 
Well, we reply, if you admit this the difficulty of an infinite 
regress may be avoiiled with equal ease by those who accept 
the view of the cause being something permanent, and the objec- 
tion raised on that ground against the latter view thus falls to 
the ground. But, our opponent resumes, the upholder of the 
permanence of causes may perhaps amooth over the difficulties 
of his theory by the assumption of the lielpful action of eo- 
operating factors; hut itis just this assumption to which we 
object ! Nut so we reply. Positive and negative €Xperi- 
ences fully prove that the relation between smoke—the effect— 
and wood—the ecn-operative factor—is that of a thing helped 
and a thing helpful; and that relation, therefore, must necessari- 
ly be admitted. And that positive and negative experiences 
prove the relation of thing helped and thing helpful is observed 
in the case of the original cause and its effect, viz., fire and 
smoke, ‘The need of co-operative fuctors exercising a helpful 
inllueuce on the cause thus has to be equall y admitted on both 
views. On the theory of the momenturiness of causes the one 
fire is held to produce, owing to difference of co-operative fac- 
tors and of place, several simultaneous effects—in its own place it 
produces another fire, ‘i.¢., the next momentary fire of that series 
of momentary existences which we term fire}; in the space above 
it produces smoke, aud in the space below it produces ashes, 
and in the belolder's mind it produces the idea of fire. On 
the theory of the permanence of causes, again, one and the same 
cause produces several eliects, iu dependence on difference of 
time uucl of co-yperative factors. What then are the grounds 
for denying that there may be production of effects, by one 
cause, Ju succession? Nor must it be imagined that the two 
theuries thus virtually come to the same (aud hence are equally 
valid). For we have already demolished the former theory at 
the conclusion of the section ou Prati. armavyacustha (pp, id-74), 
—Thie final conclusion to be drawn from ail this is that setting 
"Tue supposition being that which is established by three or four links 
of the retrogresaive caagal chuio is sulfiviewtly established for all parposes. 
Compare Silokurdriska, So 2, Shloka 61. | 
Vic. 190. 


MoMENTARY CHARACTER OF THINGS KOT TENABLE. 419 


aside the utterly perverse theory of those who hold cognition toa 
be momentary we must hold fast the absolutely unexceptionalle 
Vedanta view according to which all objeets of cognition are 
mere unreal superimpositions on the one eternal and unchanging 
Consciousness. 
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[It is objected to the Veddntic view that if consciousness 
illumines all things superimposed upon itself, there would be 
equal immediate presentation of things perceived and things 
inferred, there being nothing to differentiate the two, But 
the reply to this is that there iz a differentiating circumstance 
inasmuch perceived things, and not inferred ones, are in contact 
with the organs of perception and thus directly act on the 
internal organ, The objection that consciousness which is free 
of all distinctions cannot have superimposed upon itself things 
marked by distinctions is disposed of by the observation that 
a manifold world is superimposed upon a consciousness affected 
by the impressions left by previous states marked by distinction, 
That, at bottom, non-differenced Consciousness is the ultimate 
substrate of general avidya rests on its @parokgya, the directly 
presentative character. ] 


But—an objection to the Vedanta theory israised on a 
new ground—this Vedanta view also after all is untenable. 
For if non-changing consciousness immediately illumines all 
things superimposed upon itself we are driven to the conclusion 
that there is immediate presentation also of things inferred (no 
leas than of things directly perceived), If, on the other hand, 
consciousness be held not to give rise to immediate presentation 
of things inferred, it will follow that also things directly 
perceived—such as jars and the like—are not immediately 
presented, For there is nothing to determine a distinction 
between the two cases, Against this it must not be said that 
it is the sense-organ whicli, in the case of perception, determines 
immediate presentation, For if it be the external sense-organs 
that possess that power, it will follow that pleasure, pain and 
the like (which do not depend on the activity of the external 
organs, but on that of the internal organ) are not immediately 
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presente. And if,on the other hand, it be the internal organ 
that has snch power, it will needs follow that also things inferred 
are tumedintely presenter. 

This objection, we reply, is unfounded. For there is 
something to determine the distinction you refer tn, niz., the 
instrumental and munifesting power of objects immediately 
perceived. For jars and similar things are the objects (harman) 
of that modilication of the internal organ which, passing out by 
way of the eye or some other sense-organ, completely pervades 
the thing ; the thing thus effects the modification of the internal 
organ ; when the thing is absent that modification does not take 
place. And again, after that modification has been produced 
by the thing, consciousness ig manifested : the thing thus 
possesses manifesting power. There thus isa special reason 
why things perceived should be immediately presetted to 
consciousnes. In the case, on the other hand, of things inferred 
the two attributes—of possessing effective and manifesting 
power—are not necessarily present; for things inferred fre- 
quently are either past or future and things of these two kinds 
eannot be the substrates of present attributes. But, it is 
objected, when we infer, ¢.7., that there has been rain, rain 1s 
present to the mind as something that is past, and it hence may 
be the substrate of those two present attributes ! Not so, 
we reply. Do you menn that, at the time when the inference is 
made, rain is present, or that the attribate of being past is 
present? On the former alternative rain would at the same time 
be past and present ; which is a contradiction, Nor is the second 
alternative admissible, For being past means to be connected 
with pasttime which is different from present time: while, 
therefore, the present time is connected with a jar or the like 
(when this is perceived) and so defines the thing perceived, this 
is not the case with regard to the attribute of being past; we 
can only say that the present time determines (helps in the 
conception of) that attribute in the same way as the jar deter- 
mines the non-existence of the jar. The attribute of heing 
past, therefore, is not present in the same sense as the jar—which 
is now perceiveil—is present. But, our opponent objects, 
if that attribute did not admit of being viewed as present in 
the full sense of the word, we should have to say that it isan 
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absolute non-entity like the horn of a man ; we, therefore, must 
conclude after all that it is simply present! Even thus, 
we retort, rain as qualilied by that attribute does not possess 
those efficient and manifesting powers which belong to rain 
actually present. Devadatta when dead cannot produce a jar, 
and alamp which has gone out cannot manifest that jar. 

But, our opponent asks, if things inferred do not possess the 
efficient and manifesting power of things perceived, how is it 
that the ideas of them which are produced by the inference lave 
the form of the respective objects ? Gur reply is that the infer- 
ential mark (lifiga), the word and so on, owing to the strength 
of certain connections,—tiz. that of avin@hhiva, 1. e., invariable 
connexion between the /ijiga and the thing inferred; and that 
of shakts (‘ power’) between the word and the thing denoted by it 
—impart to the idea the form of the thing. Nor must it be said 
that as we allow to things inferred, past or present, the attri- 
bute of being objects (visrya., so we must also allow to them 
the attributes of having effective and manifesting power; and 
tliatas in Perception so in Inference also it is only through this 
relation of their being objects that a definite form is imparted 
to the ideas. For the ‘ being an object’ of a thing inferred is 
not some positive attribute which could be used to establish the 
above conclusion ; but means only the cessation of that condi- 
tion in which the thing inferred was previonsly to the mental 
act of inference. Nor must it be imagined that this very 
condition can be nsed ag a proving imstance ; for it is no more 
than the antecedent non-existence of the said termination (4. ¢. 
it issomething entirely negative). It, therefore, is impossible to 
establish for things inferred, whether past or future,» positive 
#zrammatical case character :ka@rahkute). But if things in- 
ferred do not stand in the karmapy-relation (1. ¢, are not objects 
of action), how then can we put them in connexion with transi- 
tive (sakarmaka) verbs—as we actually do when we say that 
the person who infers past rain * knows the rain’ ? By a 
kind of metaphor, we reply. Inference lias a result in the same 
way as ‘sakarmaka’ perceptive cognition has ; and on aceount 
of thut result we apeuk of it as if it were itself *sakarmaka,’ If 
we allowed to Inferen-e an object (karman) in the primary sense, 
we could not avuid allowing to it also immediate presentation, 


Viv. 193. 


422 Inpian Tuovonr: Vivaraya-pramerjasangraha, Sitra TI, Cu. 1, 


as weclo to Perception. When, therefore, the inference is con- 
cerne’! with a thing that (is nat pust or future but) exists at the 
present time—as #9. a fire barning now—, that thing also, 
because sharing the general nature of being a thing inferred, 
must be viewed as not holding the position of a karma: for 
otherwise we should have to acknowledge that it is presented 
immediately. In the case of Perception on the other hand where 
invariable connexion (acinabhaea) and other eonnexions ilo nat 
Operate, we must loll the thing to be a true object (karman), so 
as to account for the form of the thing imparting itself to the 
cognition. And there in fact is no difficulty of attributing that 
position to the thing perceived, sinee that thing is necessarily 
one existing at the time. The conelusion, therefure, is that 
although all things are at all times equal in so far as being 
merely seper-imposed on non-changing Consciousness, the quality 
of being immediately presented belongs to the objects of Per- 
ception only ; for they only possess efficient case character and 
manifesting power. 

Nor again is there room for the doubt whether it be possible 
that on Consciousness which in itself is free from all dis- 
tinction there shold he superimposed things marked by 
distinctions, For—as we have shown in the seétion treating 
of the distinctions of consciousness corresponding to karman, — 
what constitutes the substrate of the adhiitsa of Egoity 
and so on, is (not consciousness absolutely devoid of dis- 
tinction but) Consciousness as differentiated by the impres- 
sions left behind by previous states in which the Self wus 
(not pure consctowsness but) an infividnal personal knowing 
eubjeet (pramatpi). But, our opponent resumes, after 
ull you will have ta admit that fundamental Nescience— 
which is the material cause of the entire phenomenal world 
ineluling impressions, etc,—is superimposed on pure distine 
tionless Consciousness, For all other things which impart to 
Consciousness the character of being something marked by dis- 
tinction depend for their very existence ot) this primary adhyiva 
of Neseience. And then we are again confronted by the diffi- 
culty that something free from all distinction eannot be a 
substrate; since experience shows that that only which is 
marke! by distinetion is a substrate. How then can that 
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be noticed. The Indian, Arabian and Chinese series agree 
therein that each asterism, in each series, manifestly is viewed 
as an independent stur or group of stars; this clearly appears 
from the general character of the designations of the asterisma. 
The designations of the normal stars on the other hand (of 
which some instances have been quoted) clearly show that these 
were viewed by the Babylonian astronomers as forming parts of 
those 12 large constellations or signs which constitute what 
ig ordinarily called the zodiac. These names do not give the 
slightest hint of the exirttence, at any time, ofa zodiac of a 
different kind ; they simply confirm the conclusion, estublished 
by excellent evidence of other kind, that the characteristic Baby- 
lonian plan was to distinguish along the ecliptic twelve large 
constellations and to call any individual star within thoee con- 
stellationa hy a name which at once intimates that larger group 
of stars of which it is considered to be a member. We, on the 
ground of the above considerations, must altogether decline to 
accept Professor Hommel's theory. He has brouglit forward no 
new facts proving, or rendering probable, the recognition by the 
Babylonians of any series of stars resembling the lunar Zocdiacs 
of the three nations, and the speculations he gives us instead of 
facts are througliout unsound, ® 

In the preceding survey of theories propounded as to the 
possible historical connexion of the several lunsr Zodiacs we 
have found occasion to controvert the hypothesis ventured by 
Biot as to the derivation of the Indian series from the Chinese 
one; and the view first hazarded by A. Weber and later on 
advocated in a definite form by Prof. Hommel asto the de- 
pendence of the Indian Chinese and Arabian series alike on 
a hyphothetical Babylonian prototype. It remains to offer some 
remarks on A. Weber's contention that the Chinese Sieu-system 
was probably borrowed by the Chinese from the Hindoos, some 
centuries before the Christian era; and on some hypotheses 
as to the relations of the [Indian and the Arabian lunar Zodiacs. 

As already incidentally referred to above, A. Weber's attack 
on Biot’ 3 theories mainly took th took the form of an attempt to show 





* For ; a fuller criticism uf ut Professor rofessor Hommel’s thesis seen paper, published 
by the writer of the above, in the Journal of the Asiatic Society of Bengal, 
lag4 ( Qo the hypothesis of the Babylonian origin of the so-called lunar 
godiac *). 
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firstly that the references. made in the oldest Chinese literary 
works to certain stars, later on appearing as members of the 
Sieu series, prove nothing as to the early existence of a complete 
series of the kind: and secondly that some of the reputed old 
Chinese books on whose references to the Sien Biot bad Jaid 
areal stress, are not genuine old works, but later fabrications 
or, tf really old in some parts, so largely adulterated with later 
additions and interpolations that we are not justified in 
appealing to them with any confidence as reliable witnesses 
concerning Chinege history and antiquities for any time earlier 
than let us say that of Confucius (oth century np. o,), 

We are not in a position to undertake in this place any- 
thing like a full diseussion of the very difficult questions raised 
by Weber's criticims: this is really a task for specialists in 
Chinese literature, and, as cannot fail to he noticed even by 
outsiders who take the trouble of studying the literature on this 
subject, there is great disagreement among specialists even 
concerning some matters of fundamental importance for a 
successful treatment of the history of Chinese astronomy. It is 
evident that very much remains to be done in the department 
of early Chinese history and literature, and that for the present 
it i unsafe to profess decided opinions on more than one of the 
points most relevant fur the solution of the problems which 
interest us here, All the same we do not hesitate to make ene 
remarks which at any rate will be helpful to the student 
wisLing to look for himself into the literature bearing on the 
subject. 

One of the main arguments directed against Biot's theory 
by A. Weber is tliat the eurliest Chinese work in which gome- 
thing like a full account of a s3ries of 28 stars or constellations 
is to be met with, is a fragment preserved of » collection of old 
books made by Lu-pou-ouey, who died 233 3. o A. Weber 
remarks, riglitly of course, that, considering the undoubtedly 
much higher antiquity of the Indian nak-atra system the 
Possibility of the Chinese Sie as appearing in Lu-pou-ouey 
having been borrowed from India cannot be denied, and points 
to what he considers other traces of Indian inflnence wpon 
doctrines of this writer, To complete this part of his argumen- 
tation A. Weber proceeds to discuss the alleged antiquity of 
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the only Chinese work, which at the same time distinctly men- 
tions a series of 28 asterisms, and is generally held to be 
considerably anterior to the period of Lu-pou-ouey, wiz. the 
ao called Tscheon-li—a book, the chief purport of which is to 
determine and describe the functions of the officials and 
courtiers at the time of the Tsclieou-lynasty, and which, according 
to tradition, was composed about 11008. c. Remarking that 
even the Chinese tradition on this latter point is by no means 
unanimous, ani that there are diverse internal reasons by no 
means favouring the view of the book belonging to so early a 
period as L100 p.c., A. Weber denies that the references made 
in several places of the work to 28 asterisms are valid proofs for 
any high antiquity of the developed Sieu system. He then turns 
to those Chinese books about the comparatively high antiquity 
of which there is a fairly general agreement, preeminently the 
old eollection of odes, called Shi-king, and the collection of 
preces of historical character comprised under the name Shoo- 
king. Astothe former he emphasises the fact that this work 
while no doubt mentioning by name some of the stars or groups 
of stars later on comprised in the Sieu-series, nowhere refers to 
a complete series of 28 asterisms. And as to the latter he 
endorses the doubts, entertained at an early period by some 
- Chinese authorities already, as to the genuineness of the work 
(which, according to Chinese accounts was pieced together out 
of fragments of the old genuine work which had survived 
the general burning of ancient books that had taken place 
in 213 8. o., by order of the Emperor Tsin-Hwang-Tishiy. He 
thus (we cannot enter into details here) finally arrives at the 
conclusion that the entire body of genuine old (Chinese litera- 
ture contains not a single passage unambignously guaranteeing 
the existence of a complete series of 25 asterisma at a period 
earlier than about 300 years a. c., and that hence, keeping in 
view the great similarity of the nakgatra and the Sieu-systens, 
the hypothesis of the latter being no more than an adaptation of 
the former is on the whole the most probable one, 

A. Weber's argumentation has met with little approval on 
the part of those best qualified to judge.* The most competent 

*Pur a criticism of Weber's views as to the antiquity of the Sieu-system we 
refer the reader to Whitney's Lunar Zodiac; and more particularly to that 
eectiom Of F. Von Richthofen's great work on China which deals with old 


Chinese Astronomy, more particularly the ‘hsiu (Siew) system," Volume J, 
p. 404 ff. 
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Chinese scholara hold to the view that those parts of the 
Shooking for which a high antiquity is claimed, are either 
fully genuine as they stand or at any rate embody genuine 
old traditions; one passage epecially important in this con. 
nection will he referred to further on. As to the Shi-king 
(many of the poems contained in which are probably not younger 
than LUO0 B. c.) it has been relevantly remarked that explicit 
references to an institution of a semi-scientifie or technical 
character such as a complete series of constellations can hardly 
be looked for in a collection of popular songs; and that on 
the other hand the mention made in it of some individual 
stars of the series certainly rather confirms than negatives thie 
existence of the entire series, Anl as to the Tscheou-li (the 
most important work in this connexion), Prof, Weber's thorough 
scepticism appears not to be endorsed by the best Sinologues : 
their opinion rather is that the work at any rate contains genuine 
old material, and that even if parts or sections of it should be 
later interpolations—which might have been made in dynastic or 
administrative interests-—no reason is imaginable why references 
to the Sieu-system should have been interpolated. In apree- 
ment herewith it has remained the prevailing opinion that the 
Sieu-system was known and used in China a long time before 
the date of Lu-pou-ouey, and not improbably was recognized at 
the time of the old Emperor Yao already, i.e, about 2300 5. c. 

What specially connects the Sieu-system with Yan's name, 
of course, is the wall-known and much discussed passage in 
the Shooking which tella us how Yao gave clirections to 
his astroaomers to observe the solstices and equinoxes, stating 
that each of those four epochs of the solar year is marked by a 
certain star or asterism. The identifications, made by early 
Chinese scholars, of the four names of stars mentioned by Yao, 
with those of four members of the Sieu-series has generally been 
accepted by modern scholars, and the astronomers who have 
dealt with the passage have pointed out that the positions 
assigned in it to the solstices and equinoxes agree with the 
positions which those critical points of the year actually occu- 
pied about 2300 s. ©. 

And us the Chinese at the time when the Shooking in its pre- 
sevt form is reported to have been pieced together were not 
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acquainted with the precession of the equinoxes, owing to which 
the positions of the equinoxes and solstices on the sphere slowly 
bat constantly displace themselves—, and hence incapable of 
finding by a retrospective calculation their trne places at Yao's 
time, the actual agreement mentioned mnst be taken as a proof 
of the statement in the Shooking resting on a gennine old 
traflition. This argumentation appears to ua valid; and we 
hence shoald aay that there is at least a high probability of the 
Chinese having been acquainted at a very early period, anterior 
to 2000 B, o,, with the subdivision of the sphere into the 
Sien. The Shovking no doubt mentions only four of the Sieu 
viz., those in which at Yao's time the solstices and equinexes oc- 
curred but the impression produced by the passsage decidedly 
is that then already there was in use a system which allowed 
of any celestial phenomenon being referred to a definite place 
in the sphere—in other words that the sphere had been definitely 
divided into a number of sections marked by certain stars or 
constellations; and naturally we assume that division to have 
been the same as the one fully known to us from later times, 
i.e., that into the 28 Sieu.* And this impression #ppears to be 
confirmed by all later statements concerning the location of the 
solstices and the like within the constellations; they all appear 
tacitly to point to an old established and generally recognised 
division of the entire sphere. That we do not meet with a state- 
ment of full details as to the 28 Sieu in a time earlier than 
that of Lu-pou-ouey therefore would seem to be a circumstance 
to which there is no reason to attach decisive weight ; and we 
may, further, admit the possibility even of the Chinese system 
having, in the last centuries before the Christian era, been in- 
fluenced to some extent by the Indian Nak-atra-system. But 
that the former should, in its whole extent, be nothing more 
than an adaptation of the latter—this is, as far as our present 


®We here, for the occasion, accept the view generally held by modern 
echolars as to the right interpretation of the Shooking paseage, cia, that the 
stars mentioned by Yoo os marking the epoca of the solar yeor are stare cul- 
minating about the time of sunset on the days of the equinoxes and solstices. 
We cannot, in this place, discuss the views set forth by G. Schlegel, in his 
‘Tranologie Chinnise,” which imply that the directions given by Yoa must have 
originated at a time as early as 18000 B. oc. 
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knowledge of the facts enables us to judge, an liypothesis im- 
prohable in the highest degree, 

We have remarked before that the Sien do not, as far as the 
testimony of the old literature goes, appear to be in any way 
specially connected with the moon: it is in fact only their 
nomber (28), and the fact that the similar systems of the Hindus 
and the Arabs are undoubtedly lunar in origin and Jargely so in 
application, which has prompted sehoalars to speak of tle sieu 
as stations or mansions of the moon, And we have also referred 
to the circumstance that the agreement in detail hetween the 
different so called lunar zodiaes is far from being so thorough- 
going as some scholars represent it; and more particularly 
that there are very remarkable divergences between the 
Chinese and the Indian series: this of course constitutes 
another weighty argument against Weber's hypotliesis as to 
the origin of the Chinese system. It also is worth remark that 
there is an almost absolute dissimilarity between the designa- 
tions of the Asterisms in the Chinese series on the one and 
the Indian and Arabian series on the other hand. No single 
nakgatra name, and no idea or image, suggested by such a 
name, tends to recall to mind the corresponding member of 
the Chinese series. There ure on the other hand a few agree- 
ments between the designations of Sien and the corresponding 
Asterims of the Arabian series, The sixteenth station lif we 
count from the Pleiades as the first: is by the Chinese called Sin 
i¢., heart, and by the Arabs kalb 7. e., also, heart: there however 
being a difference in so far as the Arabian station is con- 
stituted by the one star Antares, which is viewed as the heart 
of the Scorpion, while the Chinese Sieu consists of three 
stars which are not viewed with reference to the Scorpion 
{of which constellation Chinese astronomy knows nothing,) 
and which receive their name probably from some fancied 
resemblance of the figure formed by them to a heart. The 
17th station again is called by the Arabs shaulah i. e., sting, 
and comprises two of the stars in the tail of the Scorpion: 
while the Chinesa, taking in all the stars of the tail call 
itwer 1. ¢,, tail But here also it has to be kept in view 
that this tail is, to the Chinese, not the tail of the Scorpion ; and 
that the configuration of the asterism really tends to suggest 
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the idea of a tail. The 28th station again is by the Arabs called 
BAutain ‘little belly,’ (apparently of the Ram}; while the 
Chinese name Ocei also means belly. Whitney thinks that this, 
partial, agreement of names in three cases can ‘ hardly be for- 
tuitons, that is, he looks upon it as a proof of the historical 
connexion of the systems. But how are we to imagine the 
historical connexion of the Chinese series on the one and the 
Arabian series on the other side? The fact is that all those who 
hint at a connexion of these two systems, avowedly or tacitly 
assume the existence of some primeval series of lunar stations, 
devised by some nation holding a sort of central position with 
regard to China, India and Arabia alike; more definitely, they 
presuppose an ancient Babylonian series of lunar mansions from 
which the three positively known systems are equally derived, 
anil on the basis of which equalities or resemblances of nomencla- 
ture such as those just mentioned would be easily intelligible. 
But we have shown above that there is absolutely no evidence 
for the existence of such a primitive central series: the Babylo 
nians at any rate knew nothing of a lunar Zodiac consisting of 
27 or 20 members. 


Some authorities (Richtholen, ¢. g.,) are inclined to think 
that the Chinese at a very early period migrated into the present 
China from some more western, Central-Asiatic, region; but as 
far as we know this hypothesis also has by no means met with 
general acceptance; and even if it should confirm itself, the 
absence of all evidence for the existence of an old series of lunar 
mansions in Central Asia would preclude the view of the Chinese 
having brought their series from those hypothetical original 
seats, We cannot, at present, enter into further details con- 
eerning the Chinese series. Our general conclusion so far is 
that while there is no valid argument proving any dependence 
of the Indian series on the Chinese one, there also is no valid 
evidence for any loan in the contrary direction: the differences 
between the two series are so considerable as to render a con- 
nexion between them improbable, and there are good reasons 
for viewing the Sieu series as an old national Chinese institu- 
tion. Speculations about connexions going back to pre-historic 
times have no solid fuundation whatever. 
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That an Arabian series of lunar stations should have been 
the prototype of the Indian one, hns never been suggested, the 
reason being that while traces uf the nakgatres appear in the 
later hymns of the itigveda already, and the full series isa gene- 
rally established institution among the Hindus of the Brihmana 
period, no very high antiquity ean definitely be claimed for the 
menazil, The oldest extant Arabic literature of course is very 
young compared to Vedic literature, and even if we assume the 
menazil to have been recognised hy the Pre-islamitic Arabs, we 
are not in a position to date back such recognition, with conti- 
denee, to many centuries before the time of the Prophet. Munch 
has been said as to the likelihood of a regular series of stations of 
the moon having been early established by people who, like the 
pagan Arabs, were avowed worshippers of the heavenly bodies, 
especially tle moon, and on whose attention the moon and stars 
were urged in quite a special manner by their mode of life which 
implied a great deal of travelling at night in regions where 
the spectacle of the starry sky is rarely dimmed by clouds. 
Considerations of this kind no doubt have a certuin force ; but, 
as said, really decisive positive evidence for a very early 
recognition of the menazil is not forthcoming. Our knowledge 
of ancient pre-Islamitic Arabia has in recent years, been 
greatly extended ; in particular much light has fallen from the 
study of inscriptions, on the existence of powerful and highly 
civilized kingdoms in Southern Arabia, ata period preceding 
the Christian Era by many hundreds, perhaps some thousands 
of years; and the people of those realms also appear to have 
been ‘worshippers of the lost of heavens,’ particularly the 
moon; but as far as we know, none of the inscriptions so far 
read and deciphered mentions anything like a definite series 
of lunar stations, Here also it has to be remembered that 
worship of the moon by no means implies the formal reeog- 
nition of a cycle of 27 er 28 asteriams in which the moon 
(wells in succession; the transition no donbt is an easy one but 
nut hy any ineans necessary. There, however, seems to be after 
all sulficient reason to consider the mendzil as they appear in 
Arabie literature as an indigenous institution, not as a loan from 
Indian astronomy, That the Arabs even before they became 
acquainted with Greek and Indian astronomy, had been to some 
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extent observers of the starry sky and had distinguished and 
named quite a number of asterisms cannot be doubted. And 
among the names of stars mentioned by the old, among them 
several pre-Islamitic, poets there are certain names which re 
appear in the listof the menazil. There further is the cireom- 
stance that the Arabian system acknowledges 28 menazil, while 
those Indian astronomers from whom the Arabs are by some 
supposed to have borrowed their series recognise 27 naksatras 
‘only. In addition there are the important differences in the 
selection of asterisms constituting the members of the series—to 
which we have referred more than once. Considered from the 
ecliptical point of view i.e, asa series of stars to which the 
positions of sun and :noon may be referred with ease, the 
Arabian series is greatly superior to the Hindu one; it exhibits 
nore of these excessive deviations from the central line which 
are so characteristic of the latter. Moreover, we have early 
testimony to what we may call a particularly living and practical 
use made of the menazil by the Arabs; inasmuch as these 
asterisms although no doubt referred to very frequently as 
stations of the moon were also habitually viewed in a connexion 
quite independent of the moon, viz., as indicating by their suc- 
cessive heliacal risings and settings, the seasonal divisions of 
the solar year and announcing changes in the wenther. As well 
known, there exist a number of old verses and sayings in 
rhymed prose, referring to this connexion of the meniazil’s 
risings with seasonal and meteorological phenomena, which are 
quoted by later writers as traditions of the Aralis, This again 
supplies a strong argument in favour of the view that the 
Arabian series was not borrowed by learned astronomers from the 
astronomy of some other nation, but was an old national insti- 
tution of a popalar character, Hindu Astronomy has nothing 
to say as to the lieliacal risings of the nakyatras; these asterisms 
froin the beginning connect themselves in a peculiar and 

® We refer on this point to Prof. Hommel'’s paper (the main thesis of 
which we have discuszeed above) ‘on the origin and antiquity of the Arabian 
names of stars anid lunar stations’ (Z.D M G. vol. 45), where it is rightly 
remarked that nnumber of genuine oll Arabic star names can be easily 
distinguished from the ‘learned * names of stars and constellations which the 
Arabic astronomers borrowed from the Greeks. 
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intimate manner with the lunar calendar and only through the 
latter—in ways which are often very perplexing and am bigu- 
ous—with the phenomena of the solar year. 

An argument, in many places pleaded by A. Weber in 
favour of his view of the menagil series being an adaptation of 
the nakgatra-series, vz., that the former like the latter counts 
a6 its first member two stars in Aries (Sharatdn = Ashvini) has 
been sufficiently dealt with by Whitney. It is only in the 
writings of the learned Arabian astronomers that we meet 
with complete systematic enumerations of the menazil, and at 
the time when those men wrote, Sharatin marked the vernal 
equinox, and was no doubt for this reason constituted by them 
as the first member of the Series; the same consideration had 
6vidently determined the choice of Ashvini, by the Indian 
astronomers, at the time when the Hindu scientific system took 
shape. The fact that the Arabian series begins with Sharatan 
thus proves nothing against an earlier recognition ly the 
Arabs, of twenty-eight asterisms as mansions of the moon and 
regulators of the seasons. 

The survey taken in what precedes, of the various hypotheses 
as to a historical connexion of the three so-called Lunar Zodiaca, 
does not by any means claim to be exhaustive ; it only touches 
on all tle more important poluts requiring to be considered 
in that connexion, The result at which we arrive for the 
present, is that there ia no valid evidence for any of the 
hypotheses discussed. We have shown that the agreement of 
the three series, in the choice of constituent asterisms, in much 
less close aud characteristic than js generally asserted; the 
individual agreements have little or no proving force, the 
divergences on the other hand are characteristic and, in part at 
least, cannot be reconciled with the hypothesis of a common 
origin of the three systems, The various conjectures as to a 
comparatively late transmission of the system from some one of 
the three countries concerned to another country are without 
any sound historical proof. And the widely favoured theory 
of the derivation of the three series from some older system— 
elaborated in a region occupying a central position with regard 
to Arabia, India and China alike—has lost all ground owing 
to the fact that, in spite of advancing Babylonian research, no 
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trace of a Lunar Zodiac, or more generally of a series of 
asterisms comprising 27 or 28 members, hes been discovered 
among the remains of Babylonian literature. It, of course, is 
not impossible that new discoveries in this latter field may 
impart a new aspect to the question; evidence of the definite 
recognition of mansions of the moon may come to light when 
some of the sites of the great ancient centres of Lunar worship, 
such as Harran, will be submitted to exploration. But nontil 
thie really happens, we must refrain from talking of the * Baby- 
lonian’ origin of the Lunar Zodiacs, and be contented with 
studying each system by itself. 
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